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EDITOR’S PREFATORY NOTE 


Berkeley’s Treatise on the Principles of Human Know- 
ledge^ as the one systematic exposition and defence of his 
subtle argument against Materialism, deserves to be explained, 
in its systematic connexion. 

The Introduction points to abuse of Language, even by 
philosophers, as the chief cause of the slow progress of 
human knowledge. . Language had long been a cover for 
empty abstractionsn 'The key to Berkeley’s philosophical 
point of.' view is found in his attack on ‘abstract ideas’; 
in the Introduction— resumed in other places. The prin- 
ciple here unfolded is-^ thal real knowledge dea ls_ witW 
what is concrete J that there can be no concrete reality ini 
the things of sense, commonly called the material world,' 
apart from the perceptions of a living mind, in which alone 
Matter is realised j and that to test the meaning of terms, 
especially such terms as, Matter and Mind, we must exein- 
plify what we meair in individual examples. 
y-Not to pretend to look for real substances or causes in 
abstractions which cannot be individualised, and always 
to verify ’words concerning Matter by what is actually 
presented in livmg perceptions of sense, is the lesson of 
the Introduction. > 

In the Treatise which follows, this lesson is applied, to 
show the meaninglessness of Matter, when it is supposed to 
be something that exists independently of living^rcipient 
mind. We cannot have an abstract idea of Matter, or an 
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idea, of it other than what is derived from the concreto 
manifestations given in our [Tcu-eplions. ' I'Jlic inate uaLwoi !d 
must cg naigt of th^pcieeptlons of persons, | 

This central Trinciple’ about "Matter is expounded, 
defended, and applied as follows : — 

I. (Sect. 1-33.) These sections contain a reasoned exposi- 
tion of what is meant by the real existence of Matter, which 
is resolved into concrete data of sense, instead of llie 
meaningless abstract substance which* philosophers had 
assumed it to be. Analysis of the reasons for adopting this 
conception affords abundant intellectual exercise for the 
student. 

II. (Sect. 34-84.) We lii^ye in these sections a refutation 
of Objections to the Principles. 

Other and giavcr objections, not suggested Ijy Itcrkcley, 
and partly arising out of later philosopUiciil thought, might 
be sought for, and ciltioally c.\aiuined by Iho .sliulcnt. 
Some of them are propo,sed in the .< innotaimis, 

III. (Sect. 85-156.) In the remainder of the 'I’mUise 
the new conteption of Matter, lus consisting of data of sense 
that are ncce.ssarily dependent on mind for their inlelligihli' . 
existence, is applied to lefulu Sceptie.ism and re.slor(i llelief ; 
as well as to clear the way to ptogn-ss in Kciene,e, It i.s 
applied; — 

\a) To restore, in an improved form, beliefs wlrieh were 
dissolving in Scepticism (Sect. 85-96) ; 

{b) To get rid of unmeaning abstractions (Sect. 97-100) ; 

(f) To advance Sciences which had been impeded by 
empty conceptions of Matter, Causation, Space, Time, and 
Motion (Sect. 101-116)'; 

{£) To relieve perplexities in mathematical reasonings 
(Sect. 117-134); 

(c) To explain and sustain faith in human Immortality 
(Sect. I 3 S-M 4 ); 
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{/) To expliiin the belief which each man has in the 
existence of other men (Sect. 145) ; 

(^) To explain and sustain faith In the existence of God 
(Sect; 146-156). • 

I hi'fVe appended to the First Part of the Selections 
portions of the dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, 
in which the New Principles are discussed in an easy familiar 
manner, Hylas arguing for the old abstract conception 
of Matter, and Philonous vindicating Berkeley’s conception, 
The lucidity of thought,* the play of fancy, and the ardent 
enthusiasm with which difficulties involved in the book of 
Principles are disentangled in the Dialogues, may serve as 
a relief to the more systematic and didactic style of the 
preceding Selections. 


In dealing with this short method with Materialists, the 
student may find sonic of his best philosophical education 
in critically testing the New Principles and the conclusions 
drawn from them. 
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BERKELEY'S INTRODUCTION 
TO THE PRINCIPLES 

I. yniLO SOPav being nothing el se bu t the study of wisdom 
and truth *, it may witli reason be expectedTfiat those who 
have spent most time and pains in it should enjoy a greater 
calm and serenity of mind, a greater clearness and evidence 
of knowledge, and be less disturbed, with doubts and dilK- 
culties than other men. ^Yef so it is, we see the illiterate 
bulk of mankind, that walk the high-road of plain common 
sense, and are governed by the dictates of nature, for the 

* Philosophy seeks for the deepest or inost real insight atlninable by 
nan into the meaning of hh experience. Its aim, as chslinguished from 
ordinary knowledge and the special sciences, Is to exhibit knowledge in 
an nil-comprehensive unity. 

Is this aim attainable ? Can human cxpciicnce he reduced to a unity 
in which faith is entirely converted into orticnlate knowledge? 
Philosophy, as ' the study of wisdom and trulh,’ seems to find when it 
tries that lliis is inconsistent with a due recognition of the infinite nnd 
therefore finally mysterious Reality, llncon thus puts it as regards the 
data, for instance, of religion : — ' As for perfection or completeness in 
divhuly it is not to be sought. For he that will reduce a knowledge 
into an art will make it round and uniform ; bnt in divinity many 
things must be left abiiipt ’ [AdsancemeHt of Learning), So too 
in the end many things mnst by us be left ' abrupt in our finally 
incomplete philosophical science. The imaginative aidour of Berkeley 
was at fust apt to encourage the expectation that philosophy could 
solve all difficulties, transforming oar final fidth into pcifect science, 
We find him less sanguine in bis later years. 
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most part easy and iindisUnljcd. To them nothing that is 
familiar appears unaccountable or diflictilt to comprehend '• 
They complain not of any want of evidettcc in their senses!, 

' and are out of all danger of hccoining Secplii's, llut^no 
sooner do we dciwirt fiom Sense and Instinct to follow the 
light of a superior Prinriple — to reason, incditalo, and re- 
flect on the nature of things, but a thousand scruples spring 
up in our minds concerning those things which Ireforc we 
seemed fully to comprehend. Prejudices and errors of sense 
do from all parts discover themselves to our view; and, 
endeavouring to correct these by reason, we are insensibly 
drawn into uncouth paradoxes, difficulties, and inconsisten- 
cies, which multiply and grow upon us wc advance in 
speculation, till at length, having wandered through many 
intricate maxes, wc find ourselves just where we were, or, 
which is worse, sit down in a forlorn Scepticism 

a. The cause of this is thought to he the ohscurity of 
things, or the naUn'arwoaknc.ss iuul imperfection of oiu 
niadcTStandirig?i. It is mid, ‘the iimnitics wc have ate few, 
and tliosc designed by nature for the support and pleasure 
of life, imd not to penetrate iult) the inward essence and 
conslilution of things, besides, tlie mind of imut lichig 
finite, when it treats of things which partake of iiifuiily, it 
is not to be wondered at if it run into absurdities and 
contradictions, out of which it is impossililc it should eve> 
extricate itself ; it being of the nature of infinite not to be 
comprehended by that which is finite V 

^ Custom dulls apprehension, till it is awakened by fresh philosophical 
reflection. ' Truths of nil others the most nwful nnd intcicsiing arc 
often considered as so line that they lose all the power of truth.’ 

* The aim of Berkeley was, by reflection, to make us 'aware of the 
*linal meaning that is otherwise dormant in the data of the senses. 

• Cf. Descartes’ Third Meditation ; also Locke’s Essay, Introduction, 
£§ 4-S'. Locke altiibnies the pcqdexilies of Philosophy to lash 
applicatiopi of our naitow understanding ; which is meant to regulate 
onr lives — not to make the universe perfectly intelligible to ns. 
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3, But, perhaps, wc may be loo partial to ourselves in 
placing the fault originally in our faculties, and not rather 
in the wrong use wc make of them. It is a har'd thing, to 
suigpose that riglrt deductions from true principles should 
ever end in consequences wlrich cannot be maintained or 
made consistent. We should believe that God has dealt 
more bountifully with the sons of men than to give them a 
strong desir^for that knowledge which he had placed quite 
out of their reach. This were not agreeable to the wonted 
indulgent methods of Providence, which, whatever appetites 
it may have implanted in the creatures, doth usually furnish 
them with such means as, if rightly made use of, will not 
fail lo satisfy tjicm h Upon the whole, I am inclined to 
think that the far greater part, if not all, of those difficulties 
which have hitherto amused philosophers, and blocked up 
the way to knowledge, are entirely owing to ourselves — 
that we have first raised a dust and then complain we 
cannot see. 

4. My purpose therefore is, lo try if I can discover what 
those Principles are which have introduced all that doubt- 
fulness and uncertainly, those absurdities and eonlradic- 
tibns, into the several Seels of Philo-sophy j insomuch that 
the wise.sl rnerr have thought our ignorance incurable, con- 
ceiving it lo arise from the natural dubess and limitation 
of our faculties. And surely it is a work well deserving 
our pains to make a strict inquiry concerning the First 
Principles of Human Knowledge, to sift and exar'nine them 

* Have we reason to assnme that the data of oar moral and physical 
experience can be fby ns) losoivable into perfect science? Does 
philosophy not at last issue in the faith that the lenlitics of existence are 
capable of folntion, though not fnlly by us, whose necessarily finite 
knowledge of things is tinder relations of time and change ? To take 
the nniveise as we find it, after we have exhausted reflection upon it, 
is ‘ wisdom,’ even if we find that it consists at last of irreducible facts. 
We are not lo imagine that the attainable end of human science and 
philosophy is Omniscience, which mokes no demand upon faith, i.e. trust. 
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on till sides; especially since there may ho some giounds 
to suspect that those lets and difllculLies, which slay and 
embarrass the mind in its search after truth, do not spring 
• from any darkness and intriaicy in the objects, or natuj;al 
defect in the understanding, so much as fiom I''alsc_l’rin- 
ciples which have been insisted on, and might have been 
avoided *. 

C* 

g: How difficult and discouraging soever this attempt 
may seem, when I consider what a number of very great 
and exlraordinaiy men have gone ‘before me in the like 
designs, yet 1 am not without some hopes— upon the con- 
sideration that the largest views are not always the clep^esl, 
and that he who is short-sighted will be obliged to draw the 
object nearer, and may, perhaps, by a close and narrow 
survey, discern that which had escaped far bettor eyes. 

6. In order to prepare the mind of the reader for the 
easier conceiving what follows, it is propisr to premise some- 
what, by way of Inlroduclion, <-our(irning tlie Nature and 
Abuse of J^anguage Hut the unravelling this mailer leads 

me in some nicasuie to anticipatii my design, Ity taking 
notice of what seems lo have had a chief part in rendering 
speculation inliioatc and perplexed, and lo liave occasioned 
innumerable errors and difliiciiUies in almost all parts of 

‘ Beikeley cxplmna the anaichy of I’hllo-.ophy by the mcaiungless 
‘ prineiples,* lo which, —i\iulor cover of emjity abalmel Iciiiis,— it iiad 
helped to give cmiency. Men jint words in plnce of concrete idens, 
and then call the empty words ‘ absiiaet ideas.’ 

* ‘ The inadequacy of the words of otdirrary Inngnage for the pur- 
poses of Philosophy,’ as Sir J, Mackinlosh remarks, ‘is an ancient atrd 
frequent complaint. The philosopher alone is doomed to use the rudest 
tools for the most refined purposes. He must reason in words of which 
the looseness and vagueness are suitable in the oniinary irrterconrsc of 
life, but which are almost as remote from the extreme exactness and 
precision required in philosophy as the hammer and axe would be unni 
for the dnesl exertions of slulful handiwork.’ 
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knowledge, A»d that is the opinion that the mhid hath a 
power of /raining alsiract ideas or notions'^ of things. He 
who is not a perfect strangei to the writings and disputes 
of j)hilosophers must needs acknowledge that no small part ’ 
of them are spent about abstract ideas \ Those are in a 
more especial manner thought to be the object of those 
sciences which go by the name of Logic and Metaphysics, 
and of all tlj^t which passes under the notion of the most 
abstracted and sublime learning, in all which one shall 
scarce find any question handled in such a manner as does 
not suppose their existence in the mind, and that it is well 
Acquainted with them 

7., It is agi'e§d on all hands that the qualities or modes’ 
p things do never really exist each of them apart by itself, 
jand separated from all others, but are mixed, as it were, 

' Idea' and ' notion ' seem here to be' taken as synonymes ; after- 
(wnrds lieikeley makes them represent an important distinction, 

* W it ll Beikeley ‘Idea’ means — on appcaiance presented to tire senses, 
or rcprcseutccl in imagination. For him 'abstract idea’ would be 
abstract image, wiricb is impossible, * 

Compare wilh what follows Bgainsl abshwt ideas (as Berkeley 
'understands idea), f § gy-ioo, 118-132, 143 j Nesu Theoty of Vision, 
§1 laa-rss. See also Alcijihron, Dial, vli, 6 - 7 , and Defence of Free 
Thinking in Malheinalics, §§ 45-48, in Works, vols, ri. rii. But in 
the end compqie all ibis wilh Siris, § 3,35, and tire scclioris wiricb 
follow on the ‘Ideas’ of Plato, to which Berkeley’s inlellecUtal ‘notrons’ 
are nearer than his ideas or sensrrorrs phenomena. 

In the following sections, on the misuse and right rrse of words, 
Berkeley has Locke much in view. What is said of ‘ abstract ideas ’ 
in Locke’s Mssay may be studied, with the commentary in my editron 
of the Essay (Clnichdon Press, r894). See 11-13 which follow, 
Hnme refers to Berkeley {Treatise of Human Nature, b, I, part i, 
chap. 7) os having piodnced ‘one of the gieatest and most valuable 
discoveries That has been made of late years in the republic of letteis,’ 
in bringing to light the absurdity of absliacl ideas. So also J, S, Mill, 
in Fortnightly Remm for Nov, i8yi, extols Berkeley’s ‘ discoveiy ’ of 
the legitimate office of abstraction in the formation of human knowledge, 
as drstinguished from the illusion that it can be a factor of perceptions 
of sense and ijientnl images that are not individual but nbslract. 
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and blended together, several in the same object. But, 
we are told, the mind being able to (onsUler each quality 
singly, or abstracted from those other qualities with which 
'it is united, docs by that means fiuinc to itself abstract 
ideas. For example, there is-pci'ccivcd by sight an object 
extended, coloured, and moved; this mixed or compound 
idea the. mind icsolving into its simple, constituent parts, 
and viewing each by itself, exclusive of the iesl.-.docs frame 
the abstract ideas of extension, colour, and motion. Not 
that it is possible for colour or motion to exist without 
extension 5 but only that the mind’ can frame to itself by 
abiiraction the idea of colour exclusive of extension, and of 
motion exclusive of both colour and extension. 

8. Again, the mind having observed that in the paiticular 
extensions perceived by sense there is something common 
and alike in all, and some other things peculiar, as this or 
that figure or magnitude, which distinguish them one fiom 
another; it considers apart or singles out by itself that 
whii'h is common, making thereof a most abstract idea of 
extension, which is neitlicr line, suifacc, nor solid, nor has 
any figure, or magnitude, but is an idc.i entirely prescinded 
from all Uicse '.yfSo likewise tiic mind, liy leaving out itf 
the particular colours perceived by sense that wliieh dis- 
tinguishes them one from another, and retaining lliat only 
which is common to all, makes an idea of ailoiir in abstract 
which is neither nor blue, norwrutc,' nwau^ other 
determinato colour. And, in like manner, by considering 
motion abstractedly not only from the body moved, but 
likewise from the figure it describes, and all particular 
directions and velocities, the akstract idea of motion is 
framed ; which equally corresponds to all paiticular motions 
whatsoever that may be perceived by sensoi 

> ‘ Pieseinded,’ i.e, exclusively attended to. To pnscind an object 
is to allend to it — t o the excluUon ei other olijccts. 
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*' 9. And as the mind frames to itself abstract ideas of 
qualities or modes, so docs it, by the same precision or mental 
separation, attain abstract idesis of the more compounded 
beint,3 which include several co-existent qualities. For ex- 
ample, the mind having observed that Peter, James, and 
John resen^le each other in certain common agreements of 
shape and other qualities, leaves out of the complex or com- 
pounded idea it has of Peter, James and any other particular 
man, that which is petuliar to each, retaming only what is 
common to all, and so makes an abstract idea wherein all 
the particulars equally partake — ^abstracting entirely from 
and cutting off all those circumstances and differences 
which might determine it to any particular existence. And 
after this manner it is said we come by the abstract idea 
of.w««, or, if you please, humanity, or human nature; 
wherein it is true there is included colortr, because there 
is no man but has some colour, but then it can be neither 
white, nor black, nor any particular colour, because there 
is no one paiticular colour wherein all men partake. So 
.likewise there is included stature, but then it is '•neither tall 
stature, nor low slaturCj nor yet middle stature, but some- 
thing abstracted from all these. And so of the rest. More- 
over, there being a great variety of other creatures that 
partake in some parts, but nst all, of the complex idea of 
man, the mind, leaving out those parts which are peculiar 
ta men, and retaining tliose only which are common to all the 
living creatures, frames the idea of animal, which abstracts 
not only from all particular men, but also all birds, beasts, 
fishes, and insects. The constituent parts of the abstract 
idea of animal are body, life, sense, and spontaneous motion. 
By body is meant body without any particular shape or figure, 
there being no one shape or figure common to all anima'ls, 
without covering, either of hair, or feathers, or scales, &c., 
nor yet naked: hair, feathers, scales, and nakedness 
being the distinguishing properties of particular animals, 
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and for that reason left out of the fiMiat'/ iWra, Upon 
, the same account the spontaneous motion must he neither, 
walking, nor flyin'g, nor creeping ; it is ncvertlielcHS a motiim* 
but what that motion is it is not easy to conceive. 

Ip. Whether others have this wonderful faculty of . 
stracting their ideas, they best can tell. For myself, I fu. 

I have indeed a faculty of im.agining, or repiesenting 
to myself, the idea of those particular things I have per- 
ceived, and of variously compounding and dividing them. 

I can imagine a man with two heads, or the upper imits 
of a man joined to the body of a horse. I can consider 
the hand, the eye, the nose, each by itself abstracted or 
separated from the rest of the body. — But then whatever 
hand or eye I imagine, it must have some particular shape 
and colour.^ Likewise the idea of man that I frame to 
myself must I)o oitlier of a while, or a black, or a lawny, 
a .straight, or a crooked, a Uill, or a low, or a middle ,si/isd 
man. I cannot by any clfort of ilmuglil conctnve ' llu' 
abstract idea above daserihed. --And it is e([ually impossible, 
for me to form the abstract i<U*a of motion disliiici from the 
body moving, and which is neither swift nor slow, em'vi> 
linear nor rectilinear; and the like may hi! said of all other 
abstract general ideas whatsoever. To bo plain, I own 
myself able to abstract in one sense, as when I consider 
some particular parts or (lualilios separated from others, 
with which, though they are united in some object, yet it i^ 
possible they may really exi,st without them. j>Bul I deny that 
I can abstract from one another, or conceive separately, 
those qualities which it is impossible should e.xi.st so .sepa-' 
,,rated j or that I can frame a general notion, by abstracting , 
from particulars in the manner aforesaid — which last are 
the two proper acceptations of abstraction.jl And there is 

^ ‘Conceive’ here means realiie in imagination. Only concrete* 
objects can be so realised. 
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docs it not rajuiie some pains and skill to foim the^eneial 
idea of a Itiangle (which is yet none of the most abstract, 
comprehensive, ap,d difficult) ; for it must be neither oblique 
nor rectangle, neither equilateral, equicrural, nor scalenon, 
but all and none of these at oncej? In effect, it is some- 
thing imperfect that cannot exist, an id^ wherein some 
parts of several diffeient and inconsistent ideas are put 
together^ It is true the mind in this imperfect state has 
need of such ideas, and makes all the haste to them it can, 
for the conveniency of communication and enlargement of 
knowledge, to both which it is natmally very much inclined. 
But yet one has reason to suspect such ideas aie marks of 
our imperfection. • At least this is enough to shew that the _ 
most abstract and general ideas are not those that the mind 
is first and most easily acquainted with, nor such as its 
earliest knowledge is conversant about.* — B. IV. ch. 7. § 9. 
If any man has the faculty of framing in his mind such an 
idea of a triangle as is here described, it is in vain to pre- 
tend to dispute him out of it, nor would I go about it. All 
I desire is that the reader would fully and ccitainly inform 
himjelf whether he has such an idea or no. And this, 
methinks, can be no hard ta.sk for any one to perform. 
What more easy than for any one to look a little into his 
own thoughts, and there tiy whether he has, or can attain 
to have, an idea that shall correspond with the description 
that is here given of the general idea of a tiiangle — which 
is neither oblique nor rectangle, equilateral, equicrural nor 
scalenon, but all and none of these at once ^ ? 

^ The language of Locke is awkward. Does it mean more than that 
the concept of* a triangle may be indivldnalised in any ojie of its many 
possible applications— oblique, equilateral, &c. — ^in all of which it is as 
it weie latent? No concept can, as such, be pictured. It belongs, to 
the intellectual constitution, not to the variable matter, of human 
thought, and so neither in percepllon not in imagination can we realise 
nniversBi relations. Only in the concrete example are they thus 
TPalisable. 
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14. Much is hero said of the difficulty that ahstraot ideas 
carry with thciH, and the pains and skill requisite to the 
forming them. And it is on all hands agreed that there is 
need of great toil and labour of the mind, to emaifisijMte 
our thoughts from particular objects, and raise ■them to 
those sublime speculations tliat aic conversant about ab- 
stract ideas.. Prom all which the natural consequence 
should seem 'to be, that so diflScult a thing as the forming 
abstract ideas was not necessary for com/iiiiHicatioti, which 
is so easy and familiar to all sorts of men, Hut, we are 
told, if they seem obvious and easy to grown men, it is only 
because by constant and familiar use they arc made so. 
Now, I would fain know at what time It is men are em- 
ployed in surmounting that difficulty, and furnishing them- 
selves with those necessary helps for discourse. It cannot 
be when they are grown up, for then it seems they are not 
conscious of any such painstaking; it remains therefore to 
be the business of their childhood. And svrrely the great 
and muUiplrecl labour of framing abstract notions will bn 
found a hard task for that lenilcr age. Is it not a hard 
thing Co irnagirre that a couple of children cannot pratq to- 
igelhcr of their .sugar-phim.s and rallies and ihi! rest of their 
.little trinkets, till they have first Uu;kcd together number-'' 
less inconsistencies, and so framed in their minds nl),slract. 
general ideas, and annexed them to every common namej, 
they make use of? 

15. Nor do 1 think them a wit more needful for the ’ 
enlargmeni of knowledge than for communication.. It is, 

I know, a point much insisted ^n, that all knowledge and 
demonstration are about universal notions, to which I fully 
agree ; but then it does not appear to me that those notions 
,are formed by abstraction in the manner premised — univer- 
i so far as I can comprehend, not consisting in the ab- 
solute, positive nature or conception of anything, but in the 
relation it bears to the particulars signified or represented 
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by it ; by virtue wh^eof it is that things, names, or nations 
being in their own nature particular, are rendered teniversai 
Thus, Vhen I demonstrate any proposition concerning tri- 
angles, it is to be supposed that I have in view the universid 
idea of g triangle j which ought not to be understood as if 
I could frame an idea of a triangle which was neither equi- 
lateral, nor scalenon, nor equicrural j but only that the par- 
ticular tiiangle I consider, whether of this or that sort it 
matters not, doth equally stand for and represent all recti- 
linear triangles whatsoever, and is in that sense universal 
All which seems very plain and not to include any difficulty 
in it 

f' i6. "^ut here itowill be demanded, how we can know any 
proposition to be true of all particular tiiangles, except we 
have first seen it demonstrated of the abstract idea of a tri- 
angle which equally agrees to all ? For, because a property 
may be demonstrated to agree to some one particular tri- 
angle, it will not thence follow that it equally belongs to 
any other tiiangle, which in respects is not the same 
with it. For example, having demonstrated that the three 
angles of an isosceles rectangular triangle are cqual»to two 
right ones, I cannot tbciofoic conclude this affection agrees 
to all other triangles which have neither a right angle nor 
two equal sides. It seems therefore that, to be certain this 
proposition is universally true, we must either make a par- 
ticular demonstration for every particular triangle, which is 
impossible, or once for all demonstrate it of the abstract 


• ‘Notion’ is here again synonymous with individual perceptions 
and imaginations, — not confined, ns afterwards by Berkeley, to votiimTa 
and Suwaiinam. 

’ This and the next are important sections. They touch the pene- 
tmting question — viHat (hat is in the evnstiMion of things which enables 
us to extend our knowledge beyond the immediate data of sense, as in 
onr inductive inferences. Is it not the onmlpresenee of reason, older, or 
law in the universe f Unless the universe were divinely constituted, it 
could not he reasoned about. 



aar SELECJWNS Flaw beekeley 

idea of* triangle, in which all Uio pauic'ulars do iudiffercnily 
partake and by which they are all equally represented. — To 
which I answer, that, though the idea I have in view whilst 
I make the demonstration be, for instance, that of an iso- 
sceles rectangular triangle whose sides are of a deteuniniite 
length, I may nevertheless be certain it extends to all other 
rectilinear triangles, of what sort or bigness soever. And 
that because neither the right angle, nor the equality, imr 
determinate length of the sides, are at all concerned in the 
demonstration. It is true the diagram I have in view in- 
cludes all these particulars, but then there is not the least 
mention made of them in the proof of the propo-sition. It 
is not said the three angles are equal t<a two right" ones, 
because one of them is a right angle, or because the sides 
comprehending it arc of the same length. Which sufli- 
cienlly shews that the right angle might have been oblique, 
and the sides unequal, and for all that the demonstration 
have held good. And for this reason it is that I conclude 
that to bo true of any obliquangulur or scalciion which 1 
had dcmoaslratcd of a pailicular right-angled cquitiuiml 
triaiiglw, and not beaiuso I dcmon.slriilc!d lire propr^silioii 
of the ab.stract idea of a Iriiinglo. ['And hero it must ho 
acknowledged that a man may couhidor a figure merely u.s 
triangular, without attending to the imrtirular (jnjilitie.ii of 
the angles, or relations of the sides. So far ho may ab- 
stract*; but this will never prove that he can frame an 
abstract, general, inconsistent idea of a triangle. In like 
manner we may consider Peter so far forth as man, or so 
far forth as animal, without framing the forementioned 


* What follows to the end of this section was added in Berkeley’s 
third edition. 

’ Here Berkeley giants that without abstraction in one sense of the 
term, there can he no acientific or philosophic knowledge of things. But 
this abstraction means ejtclusivt aUmtion to the comnwn attributes^ or 
connecting rclatiom, of individual things. 
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abstract idea, cither of man or of animal, inasmuch as all 
that is perceived is not considered.] 

„ 17. It were an endjess as well as an useless thing to trace 
fire .Schoolmen, tfiose great masters of abstraction, through 
all the ryanifold inertricablc labyrinths of error and dispute 
-which their doctrine of abstract natures and notions seems 
to have led them into. What bickerings and controversies, 
Wd what a Teamed dust have been raised about those 
matters, and what mighty advantage has been fiom thence 
derived to mankind, are tlrings at this day too clearly known 
to need being insisted on. And it had been well if the ill 
effects of that doctrine were confined to those only who make 
the mbst avowed ^irofession of it. When men consider the 
great pains, industry, and parts that have for so many ages 
been laid out on the cultivation and advancement of the 
sciences, and that notwithstanding all this the far greater pait 
of them remain full of darkness and uncertainty and disputes 
that ate like never to have an end, and even those that are 
thought to be supported by the most clear and cogent demon- 
strations contain in them paradoxes which are perfectly irre- 
concilable to the understandings of men, and that, taking all 
together, a very small pioporlion of them does supply any real 
benefit to mankind, olheiwise than by being an innocent 
diversion and amusement— I say, the consideration of all this 
is apt to Ihiow them into a despondency and perfect contempt 
of all study. But this may perhaps cease upon a view of 
the False Principles that have obtained in the world, amongst 
all which there is none, methinks, hath a more wide and 
extended sway over the thoughts of speculative men than 
this of abstract general ideas 

1 To say that the sort of ahstraetim agaiost which Berkeley argues is 
impossible is simply to say that substances abstracted front ail qualUies, 
are unimaginable. But this does not prove that unrelated images, 
per se, can constitute science ; or that they can become knowledge 
without their lelations being involved in the knowledge; or that 
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x8. i conic now to continue the m<rcx! of tins prevailing' 
notion, and that seems to me to be Tjantjuage. And surely 
nothing of less extent than reason itself conkl have been 
the source of an opinion so universally received. Tho,.truth 
of this appears as from other ieason.s so also from tj;ie plain 
confession of the ablest patrons of abstract ideas, who 
acknowledge that they are made in ordci to naming ; from 
which it is a clear consequence that if thercT had been no 
such thing as speech or universal signs there never had 
been any thought of abstraction.. See b. III. ch. 6. § 39, 
and elsewhere of the Essay on JEuman Underslanding. 
Let us examine the manner wherein tVoids have contri- 
buted to the origin of that mistake. — JTirst then," it is 
thought' that every name has, or ought to have, one only 
precise and settled signifi(ation ; which inclines men to 
think there are certain abstract, determinate ideas that con- 
stitute the true and only jinmodiatc signification of ‘each 
general name, and that it is by the mediation of these 
abstract idciu tlial a general name comes to .signify any 
particular tliing.t Whereas, in truth, there is no such thing as 
oncprcpisc and deliniic significaiitm annexed to any general 
name, they tdl signifying iiidiflcreiuly a great rimuber" of 
particular ideas'.. All which docs evidently follow from 
what has been already said, anti will cleaily ai>pear to any 
one by a little reflection. To this it will be objected tluit 
every name that has a definition is thereby restrained to 
one certain signification. For example, a triangle is de- 
fined to bo ‘a plain suiface comprehended by three right 
lines,’ by which that name is limited to denote one certain 
idea and no other. To which I answer, that in the defini- 


progress In science is other than an ever. widening and deepening 
intellectual nppiehension of the celalions of individual things. 

^ The same concept or notion is found exemplified in any one of 
innumerable particular objects. 
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tion it is not said whether the suiface be great or small, 
black or white, nor whether the sides are long or short, 
equal or unequal, nor with what angles they are inclined 
to each other; in all which thca-e may be great variety, 
and cogsequently there is no one settled idea which limits 
the signification of the woid liiangle. It is one thing for to 
keep a name constantly to the sam'c definition, and another 
to make it st^hd everywhere for the same idea ; the one is 
necessary, the other useless and impracticable K 
Vy^ig. But, to give a farther account how words came to 
produce the doctrine of abstract ideas, it must be observed 
that it is a received opinion that language has no other end 
but tlTe communicating our ideas, and that every significant 
name stands for an idea. This being so, and it being withal 
certain that names which yet are not thought altogether 
insignificant do not always mark out particular conceivable 
ideas, it is straightway concluded that they stand for ab- 
shacl notions. That theic are many names in use amongst 
speculative men which do not always suggest to others 
delcrrainiitc paiticulur ideas, or in truth anything el all, is 
what nobody will deny. And a little attention will discover 
lliat it is not ncce.ssary (even in the strictest reasonings) 
significant names which stand for ideas should, every time 
they arc used, excite in the understanding the ide^s 
they are made to stand for— in reading and discoursing, 
names being for the most part used as letters are in Algebra, 
in which, though a particular quantity be marked by each 
letter, yet to proceed right it is not requisite that in every 
step each letter suggest to your thoughts that particular 
quantity it was appointed to stand for". 

a 

‘ Yel defiaition can dctcimiae the inilivlctual objects to which a 
common name is applicable, although the relations which constitute 
the concept expressed by the name defined cannot, as such, be pictured 
in imagination. They are imaginable only in conciete examples. 

‘ Compare with this the so-called ‘symbolical knowledge' of Leibniz 
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io. Besides, tlic communicating of ideas marked by words 
is not the chief and only end of language, as is commonly 
supposed. There are other ends, as the rai.sing of some 
passion, the e.xciiing to or delcmng from an action, the 
putting the mind in some pailicular disposition — to which 
the former is in many cases barely subseivicnt, and some- 
times enliiely omitted, when these can he obtained without 
it, and I think does not unfiequenlly happen fn the familiar 
use of language. I entreat the reader to reflect with him- 
self, and see if it does not often happen, either in hearing 
or reading a discourse, that the passions of fear, love, 
hatred, admiration, and disdain, and the like, arise imme- 
diately in his mind upon the perception rof certain rVords, 
without any ideas coming between ‘. At first, indeed, the 
words might have occasioned ideas that were fitting to pro- 
duce those eaiotions ; but, if I mi.sl.ilce not, it will bo found 
that, when language i.s, once grown firmiliiir, the hearing of 
the sounds, or sight of the chavacleis, is oft immediately 
attended with those passions which til first were wont to be 
produced by the interveruion of ideas that arc now tiuito 
omitted- May wc not, for e.'caniple, he ufTected with the 
promise of a ihh% thougli wc liave not an idea" of 
what it is? Or is not the being threatened with dan^Ni' 
suGicient to excite a dread, though wo think not of any 


(Pfera Phdosofkua, pp. 79-So, Enlmnnn). .See also Siewatt on 'Al)- 
stmciion’ {Elemenls, vol. I. cb. 4. S§ 1 and »)— wbeie be ticnls of 
individnal cxomples, orwfwMVrfsigns, and of wokU, or nm^reienbUns 
signs. 

^ That is to say, without any ‘ideas’ (pniUeular examples) of the 
concepts signified by the words rising up in his imagination in the act 
of hearing or of reading~th« word cloing scivice instead. ^Language in 
this way more easily discharges its practical function, which is to evoke 
emotion and incite to action as mncli ns to convey eitlicr intellcctnal 
notions or mental images ; but we aie apt, in consequence, unconsciously 
to accept wolds that ate meaningless. To escape this disaster we should 
test our concepts by exemplifying them, dismissing the names till their 
meanings are thus recognised. 
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particular evil likely to befall us, nor yet frame to ourselves 
an idea of danger in abstract ? If any one shall join ever 
so little reflection of his own to what has been said, I 
beliove that it will evidently appear to him that general 
iramcs -are often used in the propriety of language without 
the speaker’s designing them for marks of ideas in his own, 
which he would have them raise in the mind of the hearer. 
Even proper names themselves do not seem always spoken 
with a design to bring into our view the ideas of tliose indi- 
viduals that are supposed to be marked by them. Foi 
example, when a schoolman tells me ‘Aristotle hath said 
it,' all I conceive he means by it is to dispose me to em- 
brace'his opinion with the deference and submission which 
custom has annexed to that name. And this effect is often 
so instantly produced in the minds of those who are accus- 
tomed to resign their judgment to authority of that philo- 
sopher, as it is impossible any idea cither of his person, 
wiitinga, or reputation should go before. So close and 
immediate a connexion may custom establish betwixt the 
vciy wanl Aristotle and the motions of assent and mvcrence 
in the minds of some men, Innumerable examples' of this 
kin^l^may be given, hut why should I insist on those things 
w^Mi every one’s experience will, I doubt not, plentifully 
,^gest unto him ‘ ? 

5 21. Wc have, I think, shown the impossibility of Abstiact 
Jdeas. We have considered what has been said for them 
by their ablest patrons ; and endeavoured to shew they are 
^no use for those ends to which they are thought neces- 

* Compote jilcipAivn, Dia.1. Vn. §| 8-io. Beikeley here shows how 
words— especially in politics, theology, and metaphysics — impose tipon 
the uneducated and half-educated — deleimining their feelings nud con- 
duct independently of their intelligence; and why uneducated peisons 
are annoyed by exactness e.g. in philosophical discussion, lllstory 
records theological controversies and social revolutions which were 
largely due to the influence on the unreflecting of verbal shibboleths 
without meaning, at least without meaning for such minds. 
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sary. And lastly, wc have traced iliem to the sonreo IVoni 
whence they flow, which appears evi<lcii(ly to be lant'uage. ' 
— It cannot be dciiiod that words are of excellent use, in 
that by their means all that stock of knowled^'e whieli, has 
been purchased by the joint labours of inquisitive mien in 
all ages and nations may be drawn into the view and made 
the possession of one single iicrson. But most parts of 
knowledge have been stiangely pciidexed and" darkened by 
the aduse of words and general ways of speech wherein they 
are delivered. Since therefore words are so apt to impose 
on the undei standing, whatever ideas I consider, I shall 
endeavour to tal^ tkim bare and naked into my view, 
keeping out of my thoughts, so far as I. am able, those 
names which long and constant use hath so strictly united 
with them j from which I may expect to derive the following 
advantages 

22. Mrst, I shall bo sure to get clear of all controversies 
purely veibal — the spiingiiig up of which weeds in almost 
all the sciences has been a main hindrance to the growth 
of line and sound knowledge'. Nc«»idl)\ this seems to he 
a sure way to extricate myself out of that fine and subtle 
net of abstract ideas which has so miserably perple-xed and 
entangled the minds of men ; and that with this peculiar 
circumstance, that by how much the finer and more curious 
was the wit of any man, by so much the deeper was he 
likely to be ensnared and faster held therein. Thirdly, 
so long as I confine my thoughts to my own ideas divested 
of words, I do not see how I can easily he mistaken. The 
objects I consider, I clearly and adequately know. I can- 
not be deceived in thinking I have an idea which I have 
not. It is not possible for me to imagine tnat any of 
my own ideas are alike or unlike that are not truly so. 
To discern the agreements or disagreements there are 
between my ideas, to see what ideas are included in any 
compound idea and what not, there is nothing more requi- 
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site than an attentive perception of what passes in»my own 
undeistanding 

23. But the attainment of all these advantages does pre- 
suppose an entire deliverance from the deception of words 
which dare hardly promise myself ; so difficult a thing it 
is to dissolve an union so eaily begun, and confirmed by 
so long a h^it as that betwixt words and ideas. Which 
difficulty seems to have been very much increased by the 
doctrine of abstraction. For, so long as men thought abstract 
ideas were annexed to their words, it does not seem strange 
that they should use words for ideas — it being found an itri- 
practicable thing to lay aside the word, and retain the abstraPf 
idea in the mirfd, which in itself was perfectly inconceiv- 
able. 

This seems to me the principal cause why those who hav® 
so emphatically recommended to others the laying aside ah 
use of woids in their meditations, and contemplating the>r 
bare ideas^ have yot failed to perform it themselves. 0^ 
late many have been veiy sensible of the absurd opiniod** 
and insignificant disputes which grow out of the abuse 0 ^ 
wgrds. And, in order to remedy these evils, they advir^^ 
well, that wc attend to the ideas signified, and diaw off oi'r 
attention from the words which signify them®. But, hoW 
good soever this advice may be they have given others, 't 
is plain they could not have a due regard to it llicmselve-"’’) 
so long as they thought the only immediate use of words 
was to signify ideas, and that the immediate signification of 
every general name was a determinate abstract idea. 

^ Berkeley appeals throughout to this test. Xle eveiywhere entrerfts 
the student P;o try wliclhet he can conceive clearly nuti distinctly lh« 
meanings of his words, through individual examples. 

• See Locke, Essay, b. II. ch. 13. |5 jS, 28 j also b. III. ch. 10. The 
diift of Berkeley’s exhortation is good so far as it is fitted to gu.nd tu> 
against the dangerous tendency to accept empty words instead of legiti- 
mate concepts, a lesson which it was a chief purpose of Locke’s EssCV 
to insist upon. 
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a^. But, these being known to be mistakes, a man may 
with greater case prevent Ws being impobed on by words. 
He that knows he has no other than Jiarficu/uf ideas, win 
not puzzle himself in vain to find out and conceive i the 
nhtract idea annexed to any name. And he thatuknows 
names do not always .stand for ideas will spare himself the 
labour of looking for ideas where there are none to be had. 
It were, therefore, to be wished that every one would use 
his utmost endeavours to obtain a clear view of the ideas 
he would consider, separating from- them all that dres.s and 
incumbrance of words which so much contribute to blind 
the judgment and divide the attention In vain do we 
extend our view into the heavens and pry'into the entrails 
of the earth, in vain do we consult the writings of learned 
men and trace the dark footsteps of antiquity — we need 
only draw the curtain of words, to behold the fairest tree of 
knowledge, whose fruit is excellent, and within the reach 
of our hand. 

25. Unless we take earn to clear the Inrst rrinciplcs of 
Knowledge from the otrrbarra.s and delusion of words, wo 
may make indnitc rca.sottings upon them to no purpose; 
we may draw corisociucnces from consetpicnces, imd be 
never the wiser. The farther we go, wo shall only lo.su 
ourselves the more irrecoverably, and be the deeper en- 
tangled in dilBculties and mistakes. Whoever therefore 
designs to read the following sheets, I entreat him that he 

1 To ‘ conceive ' here means to form a mental ilnast^ e.g. of a triangle 
that is neither right-angled, nente angled, nor ohluse-angled ; which 
of course, on trial, is found impossible. 

» Here the student may perhaps ask what he is expected to do when 
his words signify Siavoiinara and roqixara — what BcikeldV sometimes 
called notions, in conlrast to ideas (alaivtuira. and ipavrAaimra), — if it 
be true that all words must at bottom signify only what is presentable in 
sense, or representable in imagination. Did he, even in the imperfect 
philosophy of his youth, intend to limit human understanding to sense 
and sensuous imagination, overlooking intellectual implicates indispens- 
able to intelligent experience ? 
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would make my words the occasion of his own Ufinking, 
and endeavour to attain the same train of thoughts jn read- 
ing that I had in. writing them. By this means it will be 
easy for him to discover the truth or falsity of what I say. 
He wilhbe out of all danger of being deceived by my words, 
and I do not see how he can be led into an error by con- 
sidering his oyn naked, undisguised ideas. 
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Vi. It is evident to any one who takes a survey of^the 
objects of human knowledge,' that they ace oil her (a) ideas 
actually imprinted on the senses; or else (b) ideas per- 
ceived by attending to the passions and opcialions of the 
mind| or lastly ideas foimcd by help of memory and 
imagination^ either compounding, dividing, or barely repre- 
senting those originally perceived jn the aforesaid ways — ] ly 
sight I have the ideas of light and colours, with their several 
degrees and variations. By touch I perceive haul and soft, 
heat and cold, motion and resistance j) and of all these more 
and less either as to quantity or degree. Smelling fuiniiilio.s 
me with odours j the palate with tastes j and hearing conveys 
sounds to the mind in all their variety of tone and com- 
position. 

And as several of these are ob-sciwcd to accontpany 
each other, they come to be marked by one name, and 
so to be reputed as one TiimG®,) '' Thus, for example, a cer- 

‘ All phenomena, incliuUng those of human nature, whether actually 
perceived, remembered, or Imagined, aie called ideas by Berkeley In 
his early philosophical woiks. In Siris the peicepllous of sense ate 
called pkenomem-, accoiding to our piescnt usage. The thesis is am- 
biguous asexpiessed both by Locke and by Berkeley; and Beiktley 
even more than Locke fails, in his earlier writings, to recugiiise 
theoretically what is necessarily presupposed in the experience upon 
which he proceeds in subsequent reasonings. 

* Is ‘ observation’ alone enough to account for tliis synthesis, in which 
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min colour, taste, smell, figiiieand consistence liavirf^ been 
observed to go together, arc accounted one distinct thing, 
signified by the .name apple \ other collections of ideas 
constitute a stone, a tree, a book, and the like sensible 
things-*which as they are pleasing or disagreeable excite 
the passions of love, hatred, joy, grief, and so forth. 

aii^But bcsijjes all that endless variety of ideas or objects i 
of knowledge, there is likewise something which knows or ' 
perceives them, and exercises divers operations, — as willing, 
imagining, reraembering,-®-about them. This perceiving, 
active being is what I call mind, spirit, soul, or myself \ 
By which words I do not denote any one of my ideas, but 
a thing entirely distinct from them, wherein they exist, or, 
which is the same thing, whereby they are perceived — for 
the existence of an idea consists in being perceived. 1 

^.'^That neither our thoughts nor passions, nor ideas 
iormbd by the imagination, exist without tire mind°) is what 
everybody will allow,) ' 

llmd. tn usa U. is, uq less evidantJhafc the. vaxinus smstv- 
TIONS, or ideas imprinted on the sense, however blended of 
.combined together (that is, whatever ohjects^ they compose)* 


unse prtsinUiphmomtna (by him called ideas) arc conceived as gualitiA 
of things ? ' 1 own the word idea, not being commonly used for thinP> 
sounds something out of the way,’ he says elsewhere. * My reason for p 
using it is because n necessary relation to mind Is implied by the term idea’ 

‘ This unique element necessarily involved in experience is tisnailf 
signified by the personal pronoun ‘ I ’ — Ego , — in contrast to the changing 
ideas or phenomena of which we are percipient. , 

• ‘ Without the mind,’ i. e. unperceived — after total withdrawal O' 
conscious or percipient life. Ideas in memory and imagination, hi 
consent of aU, could not exist per se, or in a totally dead nniverse. 
raises his chitf question; — Con' a totally dead univeise exist? Ap 
natural phenomena, as presented to our senses. Independent of a knowing! 
feeling, and active Ego, in which they can he realised ? Must not iy 
phenomena depend for their reality upon Egos ? Must not alt thin^^ 
depend upon persons ? Is not personal consciousness the root of reality" 
He begins to answer this question in the next sentence. , 

’ ‘ Objects’ <= ‘ things,’ i. e. aggregates of ideas or phenomena, lecognise** 

s. B. I34i*> 


D 
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cannot* exist otherwise than in a mind perceiving thorn. < I 
think^aix intuitive knowledge may be obtained of this by 
any one that shall attend to viltat is want by ibe tefin 
EXIST when applied io sensible things. The table I 'Write 
on I say exists, that is, I see and feel it ; and if I were oiit 
of my study I should say it existed — meaning feereby that 
if I was in my study I might perceive it, or that some other 
spirit actually does perceive it. ' There was an odour, that 
is, it was smelt ; there was a sound, that is, it was heard ; a 
colour or figure, and it was perceived by sight or touch. 
This is all that I can understand by these and the like 
expressions. For as to what is said of the absolute existence 
of unthinking things without any relation to their being 
perceived, that is to me perfectly unintelligible. Their esse 
y&piveipi ; nor is it possible they should have any exist- 
ence out of the minds or thinking things which percoive 
them*. 

os ‘qualities’ of tbe aggregates, and of wbldi the 'roatcilal woild* 
consats. 

^ The characteristic question of Beikclcy’s philosopliy miglit he tliug 
expressed Do the phenomena piesented to the five senses -the 
individual things of sense — which seem to be only nggrcgnloa of 
sViirar— really exist as things totally independent of percipient miiiqy 
Aie solid things that move in space— the things we aotiially touch oiid 
see— independent of the sentient and Intelligent life that exists in the 
universe, in a way that feelings and fancies are not? llis answer jg 
that the things we touch and see cannot be real otherwise than og 
I appearances of which a (not neccssniily aqy) mind is percipient i th^ir 
t fsse uperctg^'l The reason for this is, that the supposition of phcnometia 
exisluig'‘when no one is percipient of them, is an unInteUigible, if not 
a self-contradictory, supposition. To say 'this table exif/fj' or Ig 
‘ something real/ means, if it has any meaning, that it is seen or felt by 
some one. Out of all perception, or imagination, of the phenginetia 
(called its qualities), the word ‘tablplte an empty abstrirotion. Let an 
life in tbe universe be annihilated, and wh^ becomes oUEe data nq^ir 
realised in the five senses? (He has still to explain the transformation 
of ‘ sensations ’ Into ‘ quatilies * of things moving in space — the trai)g. 
formation of momentary sensation into what is believed to be permanent 
quality.) 

Ueberweg charges Berkeley with begging his principal question, 
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' enc^ ^ It is indeed an opinion strangely prevailing jfinong&t 
men, that houses, mountains, rivers, and in a word ajl 
sensible objects, have an existence, natural or real, distinct 
^onoitheir being perceiv^ by the understondingj, But, with 
^haw great an assurance and acqui^cence soever this prin- 
ciple may be entertained in the world, yet whoever shall find 
in his heart ^0 call it in question may, if I mistake not, 
perceive it to involve a manifest contradiction. For, what 
are the forementioned objects but the things we perceive by 
sense ? and what do we perceive b'esides our own ideas or 
sensations? and is it not plainly repugnant that any one 
of lAae, or any combination of them, should exist un- 
perceived*? 

^5. If wc throughly examine this tenet it will, perhaps, be 
found at bottom to depend on the doctrine of ahtract ideas. 

or can there be a nicer strain of abstraction than to dis- 
•tinguish the existem of sensible objects from their beings 
pemived, so as^to^ conceive* them existing unperceived ? ^ 
Light and colours, heaTanSrold, extension and figures — in 
a word the things we see and feel — what are they but so 


beemtse he sets out by naming the things of sense sensations or ideas — 
thus implying in the connolntion of their name, tint ]uwo only a 
mind-dependent $si;tcllea But B°^keig;j^ need not, nt setting out, be 
leqmied to mean more than that nil that we are pererpient of in sensetf 
is perceived, and must therefore be, so far, dependent on mind— leaving 
it still open to nutnire whether existence in absolute independence of,aii 
perception is intelligible. 

' §S '(^^4 contain the fktionale of his answer to the question about 
the relation of Matter to Mind that was raised in $ 3. That unper- 
celved Matter must be meaningless seems to him hardly to require proof, 
being self-evident to any one who attends to what must be meant by 
‘ exist* and 'leal.* That the nutbinhiiig are notwithstanding disposed 
to give a different answer, he attiibutes (§ 5) to that tendency to 
employ empty verbal abstractions which he had ridiculed in the 
Introduction. 

* How does Berkeley, in thus limiting my 'perceptions’ to thej 
phenomena of which I am percipient in sense — *onr own ideas’ — not/ 
Ssubside into Panegoism ? 

■ Does ' conceive ’ here mean imagine — have a mental picture pf ? 
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many sensations, notions, ideas, or impressions on the sen' I 
apd is it possible to separate, even in lliouffhl, any of tliose 
from perception? Tor my pail, I might as easily divide a 
thing from itself. I may, indeed, divide in my thoughte, or 
conceive apart from each other, those things which, issrhaps, 

I never perceived by sense so divided. Thus, I imagine the 
trunk of a human body without the limbs, or^ conceive the 
smell of a rose without thinking on the rose itself. So far, 

I will not deny, I can abstracb«-if that may propcily be 
called abstraction which extends only to the conceiving sepa- 
rately such objects as it is possible may ically exist or be 
actually perceived asunder. But my conceiving or imagining 
power does not extend beyond the possibility of real exist- 
ence or perception Hence, as it is impossible for me to see 
or feel anything without an actual sensation of that Ih^ng, 
so is it impossible for me to conceive in my thoughts any sen- 
sible thing or object distinct from the sensation or perception 
of it. In truth, the object and the sensation arc thej 
same thing and cannot theiefore bo abstiacled fioin each 
otlier. 

/6. Some truths there arc so near and obvious to the mind 
that a man need only open his eyes to see ibem. Suclu'l 
take this important one to be, viz. that all 'the choir of 
heaven and furniture of the earth, in a word a}l those bodies 
which compose the mighty frame of the woildjlhave not any 
subsistence ivithout a mind — that their behi^ ig h be Jiercemd 
or known \ that consequently so long as they aie not 
actually perceived by me, or do not exist in my mind or that 
of any other created spirit, they must either have no exist- 

' Here the ‘things of sense’ aie vaguely called ‘notioife’ — a term in 
this passage synonymous with sensation, idea, phenomenon. Berkeley 
has not defined what he means, heie and elsewheie, by the metaphor 
‘impressions on sense,’ which, taken literally, makes ‘perception’ 
motion m the bodily organ, instead oi stale o/consiiotu life, 

‘ ‘ Real existence or peiception,’ i. e. existence as realised in actual 
perception, 
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once at all, or else subsist in the mind of some 'Eternal 
Spiiit— it being perfectly unintelligible, and involving all the 
absurdity of abstraction, to attribute to any single part of 
then* an existence independent of a spirit- To be convinced 
of whioh, the reader need only reflect, and try to separate in 
his own thoughts the ici?ig of a sensible thing from its icing 
perceived 

_ji 7. From wnat has been said it is evident there is not any 
other substance than spirit, or i/iat which perceives \ But, 
for the fuller demonstration of this point, let it be considered 
the sensible qualities are colour, figure, motion, smell, taste, 
&c., uj. the ideas perceived by sense. Now, for an idea to 
exist in an unperceiving thing is a manifest contradiction ; 
for to have an idea is all one as to perceive ; that theiefore 
wherein colour, figure, &c. exist must perceive them ; hence 

‘ Ueberweg ncceiits heikelcy’s argnmonls ai legavds the necessary 
dependence of plicnomenn of sense, as phenomena, alike sevcmlly and 
in aggregates, on percipient mind : he denies that he has proved that 
they may not aho be external things, existing in space independently of 
being perceived, and which may so operate on our senses that the spirit 
v^ch animates oiir oiganism is able to perceive them. , 

Berkeley has not lieie given reason for adopting the nltcrnativc — that 
s^ible things do subsist continuously in the peiceplioii of the Ktcinal 
Spirit, duiing inteivals in whioh they are not peiccived by any finite 
spiiit— instead of the counter alternative of their ceasing to exist dining 
such intervals. lie does not even ask why we are obliged to believe in 
their continuity. SlilTless does he explain hotu things -would exist in 
the Eternal Mind during intervals of finite perception. Is this moic 
intelligible than abstiact or unperccived existence? Do they exist ns 
peiceptions of sense in the mind of God ? 

’ lie does not say distinctly what he means by ‘substance.’ He 
seems (like Descartes) to distinguish finite and relative from infinite 
substance — the infinite substance being God. 

* Does thi! imply that each spiiit or ego must be always percipient 
of phenomena — that mind must always be conscious? Otherwise should 
we not in an unconsiious spin'/ (pa Berkeley’s premises) still have an 
empty abstraction, open to his objection against unperccived things i 
Indeed he says m his Commonplace Book, that the essence of mind is 
conscious activity ; — on ' unthii^ug substance or substratum of ideas ’ 
being a ' manifest contradiction. 
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it is clear there can be no uiUhinking substance or sub- 
stratum of those ideas. 

8. But, say you, though the ideas themselves do not exist 
without the mind, yet there may be things like U»cm, 
whereof they are copies or resemblances, which things exist 
without the mind in an unthinking substance I answer, 
an idea can be nothing but an idea; a colnur or figure 
can be like nothing but another colour or figured If we 
look but never so little into our own thoughts, we shall find 
it impossible for us to conceive a likeness except only 
between our ideas. Again, I ask whether those supposed 
originals or external things, of which our ideas are the 
pictures or representations, be themselves perceivaGle or 
no ? If they are, then they are ideas and we have gained 
our point ; but if you say they are not, I appeal to any one 
whether it be sense to assert a colour is like something / 
which is invisible; hard or soft, like something which isj 
intangible; and so of the rest. 

, 9. Some there are who make a distinction betwixt 
primary and secondary qualities By the formci they mean 

As those seem to say who, in contdist with lieikclcy, hold llml uiu 
perception of the mateiial world is nfit iinmedinte, but reached through 
representative ideas^ ‘With licrkeley ideas which appear in sense me 
not representative : they are the presented phenomena of which his world 
is composed. 

“ The reader should ponder this assiunplion. illuslraling it to himself 
and examining its reason. Compare it with bocke’s assumption, Essay, 
II. 8, that our ideas of som of the qualities of matter are resemilancfs 
of what really exists in Ihingsjt^ 

• Locke is here in his view. See Essay, b. II. eh. 8. In this and 
the seven following sections we have IJerkeley’s criticism of Locke’s 
account of the Qualities of Matter. That account implied that some of 
them ate independent of sensations. I^or Locke took for granted that 
those qualities commonly called primary do not need to be perceived 
III Older to be real.^ Those called set.ondary, on the other hand, are 
manifested only subjectively, in the sensations on which they deiiend. 
So we knim the primary, and we only^ef the secondary. Hat Berkeley 
tiies, in what follows, to melt down the primary into phenomena liko^ 
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exUttstoK, figure, motion, rest, solidity, impenetrability, and 
number ; by the latter they denote a/i other sensible quali- 
ties, — as colours, sounds, tastes, and so foith. The ideas 
we have of these last they acknowledge not to be the 
resemblances of anything existing without the mind, or 
unperceived ; but they will have our ideas of the primary 
qualities to be patterns or images of things which exist with- 
out the mind— in an unthinking substance which they call 
Matter. — By Matter, therefore, we are to understand an 
inert \ senseless substance, in which extension, figure and 
motion do actually subsist. But it is evident, from what we 
have already shewn, that extension, figure, and motion arc 
only ideas existing in the mind ; and that an idea can be 
like nothing but another idea j and that consequently neither 
they nor their archetypes ’ can exist in an unperceiving sub- 
stance. Ifeiue, it is plain that the very notion of what is 
called Matter or corporeal substance involves a contradiction 
in »V“. 

lo. They who assert that figure, motion, and the rest of 
the primary or original qualities do exist without the mind, 
in unthinking substances, do at the same lime acknowledge 
that colours, sounds, heat, cold, and suchlike secondary 

the seconclniy, .iffiiming at the same lime the leality of both, as realised 
in their perceptions. 

t The tucessary pewerlenness of Matter, with tlie consequent absurdity 
of all materialistic explanations of the universe, is of the essence of 
Berkeley’s philosophy. 

’ ' Their archetypes,’ i. e. the independent things, movable in space, 
which the ideas or phenomena presented in sense were supposed to 
symbolise. 

° In this section Berkeley has defined the 'Matter’ against which his 
reasoning is directed. It is inert, unperceiving, and unperceived; yet 
extension, figure, and motion arc attributed to It : it is per se extended, 
figured, and movable. He argues that this is unintelligible, and that 
even the mathematical qualities of things must be melted down into 
sensations, which of course can exist only when perceived. Movement 
in space cannot snrvive the wlthdiawal of the percipient activity which 
is needed for realising it. 
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Qualities, do not — which they tell us are sensations existing 
in the niind alone, that depend on and are occasioned by 
the different size, texture, and motion of the minute paiticlc^ 
of matter h i This they take for an undoubted Until, which 
they can demonstrate beyond all exception. Now, if It bO 
certain that those original qualitie.s are inseparably* united 
with the other sensible qualities, and not, even in thought, 
capable of being abstracted from them, it plainly follow.^ 
that they exist only in the mind. But I desire any one lc> 
reflect and try whether he can, by any abstraction of thought, 
conceive the extension and motion of a body without all 
other sensible qualities’. For my own part, I see evidently 
that it is not in my power to frame an idea of a body ex- 
tended and moving, but I must withal give it some colouf 
/or other sensible quality which is acknowledged to exist 
; only in the mind. In short, extension, figure, and motion, 
abstracted from all otlier qualities, ai c inconcoi vahle, Whci 0 
therefore the other sensible qualities arc, there must thesS 
be also, to wit, in the mind and nowhcic else. 

II. Again, and swa//, swift and shw, arc allowed Id 
exist nowhere without the mind, being entirely relative, and 
changing as the frame or iiosilion of the oigan.s of .scn.su 
varies. The extension therefore which exists willioul Ihu 
mind " IS neither great nor small, the motion neither swift no)' 

1 Sea Locke’s Essay, b. IL ch. 8 . §5 i 6 i 8 ; ch. 13 . § 11 ; b. IV- 
cli. 3 . SI a 4 -aS, for his theory of the relation of the secoiuiaiy to the 
primary qualities of matter— the lormer being the supposcil nnliual 
issue of (by us) unperceivable modifications of the primary atoms- 
Locke consequently denies the possibility of strictly dcmoiistrallvC 
science of nature, holding that physical science must ultimately lest 
on probable piesumpUons. Uerkeley puls all qualities — secondary and 
primary— on the same sensuous fooling. Their essence is penija- 
There is only one way in which they can be real, i. e. in the conscious 
life of spirit. If this ceases they cease. 

s That we cannot perceive extensions and motions unless as blended 
with sensations may be granted. Does it follow that extension and 
motion are only transitoiy sensations? 

* * Without the mind,’ i. e, unperceived. 
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slow, that is, they arc notliitig at all. Hut, say you, they aic 
extension in general, and motion in general: thus 'we see 
how much the tenet of extended moveable subslance.s exist- 
ing without the mind depends on that strange doctrine of 
al)sti%ict ideas'^/ And here I cannot but icmaik how nearly 
the vagTie and indeteiminate desciiption of Matter or cor- 
poreal substance, which the modern philosophers are run 
into by their ewn principles, resembles that antiquated and 
so much ridiculed notion of materia prima, to be met with 
in Aristotle and his followers®. Without extension solidity 
cannot be conceived; since therefore it has been shewn 
that extension exists not in an unthinking substance, the 
same <nust also be true of solidity. 

12. That nuttier is enthely the creature of the mind”, 
even though the other qualities be allowed to exist without, 
will bo evident to whoever considers that the same thing 
bears a different denomination of number as the mind views 
it with different respects. Thus, the same extension is one, 
or three, or thirty-six, according as the mind considers it 
with reference to a yard, a foot, or an inch. Number is so 
visibly relative, and dependent on men’s understanding, that 
it is strange to thiirk how any one .should give it an absolute 
existence without the mind. IVc say one book, one page, 
one line, &c. ; all these are equally units, though some con- 
tairr several of the others. And in each instance, it is plain, 
the unit relates to some particular combination of ideas 
arbitrarily put together by the mind. 


* Does it follow that if Extension, viewed apart from the perceptions 
of individuals, is 'neithei great nor small'; or that Motion, so ab- 
stracted, is ‘ iTcilher swift nor slow,’ they must, after conscious mind is 
withdiawn, be ‘ nothing at all ’ ? 

® Eor Aristotle’s irpiri; BAij, see his Phys. I. 9; also Meiaph, VII. 3. 

* If Number is entirely a ‘ oreatnie of the mind,’ how does Berkeley 
reconcile this with what he says elsewhere about plurality of finite 
spirits ? 
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13. Unity I know some^ will have to be a simple or un* 
compounded idea, accompanying all other ideas into Ih^ 
mind. That I have any such idea answeiiug the woid unity 
I do not find: and if I had, methinks I could not misS 
finding it : on the contiary, it should be the most familiaf 
to my understanding, since it is .said to accompany all othef 
ideas, and to be perceived by all the ways of sensation and 
reflexion. To say no moie, it is an abstract iflea 

14. I shall fuither add, that, after the same manner aS 
modern philosophers prove ceitain sensible qualities to havd 
no existence in Matter, or without the mind, the same thing 
may be likewise proved of all other sensible qualities what- 
soever. Thus, for instance, it is said that heat and cold ard 
affections only of the mind, and not at all patterns of real 
beings existing in the corpoieal substances which excitd 
them, for that the same body which appears cold to ond 
hand seems warm to another ^ Now, why may we not ai* 
well argue that figuie and extension ai'C not patterns 01' 
resem'b’lances of qualifies existing in Matter, iieeauso to thti 
same eye at different stations, or eyes of a different tcxLuid 
at the same station, they appear various, and cannot there- 
fore be the images of anything settled and determinate 
without the mind ? Again, it is proved that sweetness is not 
really in the sapid thing, because the thing remaining un- 
altered the sweetness is changed into bitter, as in case of e 
fever or otherwise vitiated palate. Is it not as reascinabld 
to say that motion is not willioul the mind, since if thd 

1 Locice for instance. See Essay, b. II. ch. y. § 7. 

® Cf. Locke’s Essay, b. II. cb. § 7; ch. 13. § 26; ch, 16. $ i, 
wheie ‘number’ is said to be ‘ the most umveisal idea we have,’ applic- 
able to everything real or imaginary. 

® Yet we find a standard in the thermometer, in which matiest 
(a primary quality) is siihslitutcd for seimtions of heat and cold 
(secondary qualities), which are thus interpreted in terms of motion* 
Berkeley argues Uiat the motion equally with the fetling oj heat is 
dependent on being realised in living perception. 
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succession of ideas in the mind become swiflci the motion, 
it is acknowledged, shall appear slower without any altera- 
tion in any external object ? 

j£i In short, let any one consider those arguments which 
are thought manifestly to prove that colours and tastes exist 
only 'in the mind, and he shall find they may with equal 
force be brought to prove the same thing of extension, 
figure, and motion,— Though it must be confessed this 
method of arguing docs not so much prove that there is no 
extension or colour in an outwai'd object, as that we do not 
know by sense which is the true extension or colour of the 
object. But the arguments foregoing’ plainly shew it to be 
impos’sible that «,ny colour or extension at all, or other 
sensible quality whatsoever, should exist in an unthinking 
subject without the mind j or in truth, that there should be 
any such thing as air outward object 

i6. But let us examine a little the received opinion, — It 
is said extension is a mode or accident of Matter, and that 
Matter is the substratum that supports it. Now I desire 
that you would explain to me what is meant by Matter’s 
supporting extension. Say you, I have no idea of Matter 
and therefore cannot explain it. I answer, though you have 
no positive, yet, if you have any meaning at all, you must 
at least have a relative idea of Matter ; though you know 

’ See §§ 5-9, which argue that if all conscious mind were withdiawii 
from the universe, the woids which now signify sensible things must 
become meaningless. 

* Ilis conclusion, in this part of the argument against Matter ns art 
independent factor in the universe of existence — ^which turns on the 
mind-dependent character of the qualities of Matter — is that all of 
them — the pwraaiy as much as tlie secondary — resolve into phenomena 
which presuppose a living percipient, and therefore cannot be real ia 
the absence of all sentient intelligence, In its absence they cease to be 
actual; and supposed 'Matter’ becomes an unintelligible abstraction. 
All its qualities, including its motions, are dependent foi their reality 
on percipient activity lifting them into it ; and this holds good of our 
organism itself as well as of extra-organic bodies. 
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not what it is, yet you must be supposed to know what 
relation it bears to accidents, and what is meant by its 
supnorting them. It is evident ‘suppoit’ cannot here be 
taaen in its usual or literal sense — as when we sajj that 
pillars support a building; in what sense thorcfoiet'nuist it 
^l^e taken ? 

17. If we inquiie into what the most accurate philoso- 
phers declare themselves to mean by material substance *, we 
shall find them acknowledge they have no other meaning 
annexed to those sounds but the idea of being in general, 
together with the relative notion of its supporting accidents. 
The geneial idea of Being appeareth to me the most abstract 
^and incomprehensible of all other; and aSffor its supporting 
accidents, this, as we have just now observed, cannot be 
undeistood in the common sense of those words; it must 
therefoie be taken in some other sense, but what that is they 
do not explain. So that when I consider the two parts or 
branches which make the signification of the words material 
\ substance, I am convinced thcic is no distinct moaning 
'annexed to them. But why should we trouble ourselves any 
farther,. in discussing this material suhstratim or ‘support’ 
of figure, and motion, and other sensible iiuulilies? Docs 
it not suppose they have an existence without the mind ? 
And is not this a direct repugnancy, and allogelbcr incon- 
ceivable®? 

‘ He argues elsewhere that the meaninglessness applies exclusively to 
material substance, and not to spiritstaC substatue. He accepts the 
ego, nr spiiitual substance, as an intelligible datum of consciousness. 
Personal pronouns, he argues, have meaning: nnperceived phendmena 
have none. 

® He seems to have Locke in view. Cf. Locke’s Essay, b. 1 . ch. 4. 
§ 18; b. II. ch. 12. §1 3-6; ch. 13. § rp; ch. 23, where our idea of 
substance, as distinct fiom all peiceivcd qualities, is said to be dark, 
confused, and of little use. Yet Locke hesitates to dismiss this absliacl 
idea— as Hume afterwards did ; or even to exclude it from the material 
world — as Berkeley is here doing. For Locke recognises it as some- 
thing of which we are conscious, obscure though it be — the idea of ‘ one 
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t 8. But though it were poissiblo that solid, figured,* move- 
able substances may exist without the mind, tomsj’ondini' 
to the ideas we hiiyc of bodies, yet how is it possible for us 
to ktKiw this? Either we must know it by Sense or by 
Reason.T-As for oui senses, by them we have the know- 
ledge only of our sensations, ideas, or those things that are 
immediately peiceived by sense, call them what you will: 
but they do not inform us that things exist without the 
mind, or unpeiceivcd, like to those which aic perceived. 
This the Materialists themselves acknowledge’. — It remains 
therefore that if we have any knowledge at all of external 
things, it must be by Reason inferring their existence from 
what is immediately perceived by sense. But what reason 
can induce us to believe the existence o^ bodies without the 
mind, from what we perceive, since the vciy pations of 
Matter themselves do not pretend there is any mcessa/y 
connexion betwixt them and our ideas ? I say it is gianted 
on all liands — and what happens in dreams, frenzies, and 
the like, puts it beyond dispute — that it is possible we 
might be affected with all the ideas we have now, though 
there were no bodies existing without resembling»them. 
Hence, it is evident the supposition of external bodies is 
not necessaiy for the producing oui ideas ; since it is gianted 
they arc produced sometimes, and might possibly be pro- 
duced always in the same order we see them in at present, 
without their concuricnce. 

knows not what support' of the perceived qualities, 'which we are 
sotnehew obliged to presuppose.’ 

' ‘Materialist’ here includes all who maintain the reality of material 
substance neither percipient nor perceived ; not limited, as it commonly 
is, to those who take Matter, or movable atoms, to be the only real 
existence. The hypothesis that God, by divinely-established law in 
nature, has made Matter able to be conscious, must be distinguished 
fiom the Univeisal Materialism which substitutes blind atomism 
for God. Lpeke while rejecting the latter suggests the possibility of 
the former. 
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■t'q. ®ut, though we might possibly have all our sensations 
without them, yet peihaps it may be thought easier to 
conceive and' explain tlic manner of their pioductiou, by 
supposing external bodies in their likeness rather o than 
otherwise j and so it might be at least probable there aie 
such things as bodies that excite their ideas in our minds. 
But neither can this be said ; ‘for, though, we give the 
niateiialists their exteinal bodies, they by their own con- 
fession aie never the neaier knowing hoio our ideas are 
produced ; ajnee they own themselves unable to compre- 
hend in what manner body can act upon spirit, or how jt is 
possible it should imprint any idea in the mindh Hence 
it ii^vTdent “the' production 'of ideas or sensations in our 
minds can be no reason why we should suppose Matter or 
coiporeal substances, since tJuii is acknowledged to remain 
equally inexplicable with or without this supposition. If 
‘therefore it were possible for bodies to exist without the 
mind’^ yet to hold they do so must needs be a very pio- 
carious opinion ; since it is to suppose, without any icasoit 
at all, that God has created innumerable beings that an' 
entirely useless, and serve to no manner of purpose 
... 20. In short, if there were external bodies, it is impos- 
sible we should ever come to know it; and if there were 
not, we might have the very same reasons to think there 
were that we have now. Suppose — what no one can deny 
possible— hn intelligence without tht help of external bodies, 


* So Locke, who professes inability to explain how the percipient 
act oiiginates, .altEough we may find by observation the orgniiio 
conditions under which it manifests itself. Locke repudiates any finS-l 
explanation of perception. He takes Has an inexplicable fast. 

® ' Without the mind,’ i. e. in the absence of all percipient life. 

’ Not ‘useless' if it can be shown that the independent existence 
of sensible things is needed in order to (a) my knowledge of the 
existence of other men ; (p) the existence of continuous ordei in nature ; 
and (c) the recognition of my own existence as a person. Of all which 
afterwards. 
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to be affected with tlie same train of sensations or ’ideas 
that you aic, iinpiinled in the same mderj and with like 
vividness in his mind. I ask whether that intelligence hath 
not ali the reason to believe the existence of corporeal sub- 
stances, a-epresented by his ideas, and exciting them in his 
mind, that you can possibly have for believing the same 
thing? Of this there can be no question; which one 
consideration were enough to make any reasonable person 
suspect the strength of whatever 'arguments he may think 
himself to have, for the existence of bodies without the 
mind 

21. Were it necessary to add any farther proof against 
the Existence of Matter after what has been said, I could 
instance several of those eriois and difificulties (not to 
mention impieties) which have spuing fiom that tenet. It 
has occasioned numbciless controversies and disputes in 
philosophy, and not a few of far gieatcr moment in icligion. 
But I shall not enter into the detail of them in this place, 
as well because I think aiguments a j^osteriori are un- 
necessary for confirming what has been, if I mistake not, 
sufficiently demonstrated a priori\ as because I shall. here- 
after find occasion to speak somewhat of them. 

22. 1 am afiaid I have given cause to think I am necd- 

^ Whether Berkeley's conception of the mntermi woiUl c-in be recon- 
ciled with lav) in without picsiipposing covcilly whnt it pio- 

fesscdly rejects, is the question which here begins to suggest Itself. If 
the reality of natural order among phenomena requires the uiipei ceived 
or indcpnuient existence of whnt is manifested to ns in sense, then 
Berkeley must not say that the independent matter is 'entirely useless,’ 
and ‘serves no manner of purpose.' 

" i. e. its existence independently of icalising Spiiit. 

“ In its old meaning ‘leasoning a priori' is from the presupposed 
essential nature (real definition) of a cause — prior to any experience of 
its effecls; ‘reasoning a posteriori' is based upon observation of its 
effects. The premises in the former cose are abstract principles ; those 
in the latter are facts of experience. The method of the former is 
deductive; that of the latter indnetive. 
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lesslypiolix in handling this siibjcol. lo wlial puvpoho 
is it to dilate on that wliich may bo tlcinonstiatcd with the 
utmost evidence in a line or two, to any .one that is capable 
of the least reflection? It is but looking into yout own 
thoughts, and so i>ying whether you can conceive ht possible 
for a sound, or figure, or motion, or colour to exist without 
the mind or unperceived. This easy tiial, may pcihaps 
make you see that what you contend for is a downright 
contradiction. Insomuch that I am content to put the 
whole upon this issue ; — If you can but conceive it possible 
for one extended moveable substance, or, in general, for 
any one idea, or anything like an idea, to exist otherwise 
than in a mind peiceiving it*, I shall ibadily give up the 
cause. And, as for all that compages of external bodies 
you contend for, I shall grant you its existence, though you 
cannot either {a) give me any reason why you believe it 
exists, or (p) assign any use to it when it is supposed to exist. 
I say, the bare possibility of your opinions being true shall 
pass for an argument that it is so.^ 

23. But, say you, surely Iheie is nothing easier than foi 
me Ic- imagine tiecs, for instance, in a park, or books ex- 
isting in a closet, and nobody by to perceive them. I 
answer, you may so, there is no difficulty in it ; but what 
is all this, I beseech you, more than framing inj^mwinind 
certain ideas which you call books and trees, and at the 
same time omitting to frame the idea of any one that may 
perceive them ? Btit do ?iot you yourself perceive or think 
of them all the while I This therefore is nothing to the 
purpose : it only shews you have the power of imagining or 
forming ideas in your mind ; but it does not s^ew that you 
can conceive it possible the objects of your thought may 
exist without the mind. To make out this, it ts necessary 
that you conceive them existing unconceived or unihought 


* Is a tmiverse empty of all percipient life, finite or Divine, conceivable ? 
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of^ which is a manifest it‘]iii{*iiiincy. When we; ( 1 « onv 
utmost to conceive the existence of external hotlies, we are; 
all the while only conleniplaling our own iJeas. lUit Iluj 
no notice of ittelf is deluded to think a cai\ 
and doc» conceive bodies existing unlhought of or without 
the mind, though at the same lime they are apprehended 
by or exist in itself'. A little attention will discover to any 
one the truth and evidence of what is here said, and make 
it unnecessary to insist on any other proofs against the 
existence of material substance *. 

24. It is very obvious, upon the least inquiry into our owq 
thoughts, to know whether it be possible for us to under-, 
stand what is meant by the absolute existence of sensible 
objects in themselves, or without the mind. To me it is evU 
dent those words mark out either a direct contradiction, or 
else nothing at all. And to convince others of this, I know 
no readier or fairer way than to entreat they would calmly 
attend to their own thoughts j and if by this attention the 
Of rajKigrroi’iWf of Ihme ex^esskms door appewf, 
surely nothing more is requisite for their conviction. It is^ 
on this therefore that I insist, to wit, that the absolute»exist- 
ence of unthinking things aie words without a meaning, 
or which include a contradiction This is what I repeat 


1 It may be asked whether this argument does not equally apply to 
the existence of olher persons ; whose existence, as signified by material 
phenomena, it is one aim of Berkeley’s philosophy to vindicate. Con- 
scious life external to his own, is not, he would argue, meaningless 
in the way nnperceived matter is. This is an inlelligible soil of exter- 
nality, derived from our notion of our own self-conscious life. But what 
of persons in tbcir intervals of apparent unconsciousness? Is the 
existence of an unconscious spirit more intelligible than the existence 
of unperceived matter? 

’ What we only imagine is so far real, but it Is real subjectively or 
privately— not as part of the universal system of ordered tilings. Now, 
it is the inter! upied existence of material things in living experience 
that Berkeley 1ms to reconcile with faith in their permanence. 

® («) A ‘ contradiction,’ if they mean that sensible objects are at 

S.11. 1341'’ 



50 


SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY 


and inculcate, and earnestly recommend to tlie attentive 
thoughts of the reader. 


25. All our ideas, sensations, notions, or the things'which 
'jVe perceive, by whatsoever names they may b& distin- 
guished, are visibly inactive — there is nothing of Power or 
Agency included in them. So that one idi»a or object of 
thought cannot produce or make any alteration in another. 
. — To be satisfied of the truth of this, there is nothing else 
requisite but a bare observatiori of our ideas. For, since 
they and every part of them exist only in the mind, it fol- 
lows that there is nothing in them but what is perceived : 
but whoever shall attend to his ideas, whether of sense or 
reflection, will not perceive in them any power or activity ; 
there is, therefore, no such thing contained in them. A 
little attention will discover to us thaf^he very being of an 
idea implies passiveness and inertness in it, insomuch that 
it is impossible for an idea to do anything, or, strictly 
speaking, to be the cause of anything : neither can it be the 
resemblance or pattern of any active being, as is evident 
from ^ect. 8. Whence it plainly follow.s that extension, 
figure, and motion cannot be the cause of our sensations. 
To say, therefore, that these are the efiects of powers rcsult- 

once perceived and not perceived — phenomenal and yet not phe- 
nomenal. (i) ‘Words without a meaning’ if what is intended is, 
that Matter is 'something' other than natural phenomena. The argu- 
ment rests on the assumption that whnt is not sense-presented is 
not merely unimaginable, but must be empty abstraction. But for 
Berkeley’s recognition elsewhere that personal pronouns are not 
meaningless, this principle would involve the agnostic phenomenalism 
of Plume, a 

Berkeley rejects, as meaningless, a material world unrealised by any 
living percipient. He lakes no account of the distinction between 
existence that is only fotential and existence that is actual, i. e. realised 
in living experience. The function of .r or mystery in human know- 
ledge is a subject to be pondered, with the question whether philosophy 
enn ever entirely eliminate af. 
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ing flora the configuration, number, motion, and size of 
Corpuscles, must certainly be false 

iVfi. We perceive a continual succession of ideas; some 
ne asow excited, others are changed or totally disappear. 
There is, therefore some Cause of these ideas, whereon they 
depend, and which produces and changes them. That this 
tause cannot be any quality, or idea, or combination of 
ideas is clear from the preceding section. It must there- 
fore be a substance ; but it has been shewn that there is 
no corporeal or material substance: it remains therefore 
that the cause of ideas is an incorporeal active substance 
or Spirit “ , 


' In this and tne next section we have the rudiments of that concep- 
tion of Causality and Power which it is the chief purpose of Berkeley’s 
philosophy to unfold, it It implies the total ptnverlessnen of Mattel'. 
In § S5 he tnins fiom^pinl giving reality to the mateiial world, to 
Spirit as the only real agent in existence. Here his first posuion is, | 
that there is no power 01 active causality in Uiiiigs of sense ; ' bare! 
observation ’ gives proof of their inactivity, he sa^^ Customary sequence 1 
among things, maintained by God, is the only soit of ' cnusaVity ‘ which ^ 
Berkeley recognises in the material world; which is with him n 
divinely-established system of significant phenomena, in which a priori 
anytlting might by God have been made the sign or so-called natmal 
cause of anything. This is like the physical conception of caiisality^'/l 
afterwaids professed by llumc, Blown, Comte, the Mills, and othem, 
in haimony with Bacon's favoniite conception of external nature as 
a S) 8 tem of inteipietablc signs, of which the imtuial sciences are the 
interpretation. With them, howevci, it was not, as with Berkeley, 
limited to the material world, and so with them agency proper is left 
ont of account. 

‘ Here Beikeley, like Locke, without au express analysis of the 
ambiguous teim ‘cause,’ proceeds tacitly upon the assumption, that 
eveiy change necessarily presupposes the existence of something ont of 
which it issues. Power is with him moie than antecedent phenomenon.! 
He sees in pheifomena only ordered signs, Spiiit tdone being the cause ^ 
of their order and consequent significance or interpretability. The 
mateiial world is thus emptied of power, and its supposed ‘ powers ’ ^ 
are refunded into Spirit. All appearances in sense and the constant 
order in which they appear are passive or caused • only Spirit actively 
causes. Except metaphorically, he does not attribute efficacy to any 
sensible thing : the material world consists of aggiegated phenomena, 
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3 7. 'A Spirit is one simple, undivided, aetivc being — as it 
perceives ideas it is called the Understanding, and as it is pro- 
duces or otherwise operates about them it. is called the Will. 
Hence there can be no idea formed of a soul or spirit*; for, 
all ideas whatever, being passive and inert, (vid. sect. 25,) 
cannot rep.;;esent unto us, by way of image or likeness, that 
which acts. 1 A little attention will make it pjain to any one 
that to have an idea which shall be like that active principle 
of motion and change of ideas is absolutely impossible. 
Such IS the nature of Spirit, or that which acts, that it 
cannot be of itself perceived, but only by the effects which 
it produceth. — If any man shall doubt of the truth of what 
is here delivered, let him but reflect and fry if we can frame 
the idea of any Power or Active-Being; and whether he 
has ideas of two principal powers, marked by the names 
Will and Understanding, distinct from each olhci, as well as 
from a third idea of Substance or Being in general, with a 

uniform in their sequencer, In lecognising only n ili\liiely nibilrniy 
invariablcness in the niitutal oulei ol plicnonienn, he Inket no explicit 
account of our jnstiricalion in refunding cflccls into causes, and causes, 
that aioadequatc to the effects. 

In these sections lleikeley seems to found our notion of Power on our ■ 
intuitive conviction of our own activity — akin to the solution adopted ^ 
aflenvaids by Kcld, Stewart, and Maine de Biian. Illbewliere (c.g. 
Siris, 257) he seems to trace it specially to agency for which one is 
responsible, and in which, therefore, be must be fice to act or not 
to act. His views (moie developed in the Vindication and in Hiris) 
may be compared with those of Locke, Essay, b. TI. ch, at and ch. 26; 
also with the reduction of the causal relation afterwards proposed by 
Hume i with the analysis of causation by ICant, as a ‘ category ’ con- 
stitutive of experience; or (turning to ancient speculation) with the 
Aristotelian Four Causes. Hume tries to show that necessity of con- 
nexion among phenomena is an illusion. Kant linds^the notion of 
cause presupposed in the veiy possibility of an intelligible experience. * 
According to Aristotle, everything presupposes (0) matter of which 
it is made ; (b) form 01 essence by which it may be defined ; (r) force or 
efficiency by wliich the matter and form have been united in its consti- 
tution ; and (rf ) end or purpose which it is its function to fulfil so 
that a philosophical knowledge of an individual thing, or of the uni- 
verse itself, would be a knowledge of it in all these four relations. 



RATIONALE OF THE PRINCIPLES 


53 

relative notion of its supporting or being the subjectlof tl^e 
aforesaid powers — which is signified by the name Soul ^)r 
^piiitb This is what some hold; but, so far as I can see 
^he visords ivt'II, sou/, spirit, do not stand for different ideas, 
or, in tmth, for any idea at all, but for something which jg 
very different from ideas, and which, being an Agent, can- 
not be like unto, or represented by, any idea whatsoever. 
Though it must be owned at the same time that we have 
some fwtion'^ of soul, spirit, and the operations of the min^j j 
such as willing, loving, hating — inasmuch as we know or 
understand the meaning of these words. 

28. I find I can excite ideas in my mind at pleasuie, at^d 
vary and shift the scene as oft as I think fit It is no morc 
than willing, and straightway this or that idea arises in ttjy 
fancy ; and by the same power it is obliterated and makes 
way for anothci. This making and unmaking of ideas doth 
very properly denominate the mind active. This much jg 
etattoir cH'nf gimnubu’ <nv exptaiuroa?.’ Jaiv* .viltar wk- itCiU' 
unthinking agents, or of exciting ideas exclusive of Volition, 
we only amuse ourselves W'ilh woids 

'^According to I.ocUe we have no positive idea cillier of corpoicat 
or of spuilual substance ; yet he recognises an obscuio negative idea of 
'both. Berkeley accepts, as given m consciousness of self, the ‘ noUOo ' 
(not' idea or phenomenon) of spiritual substance. Hume afterwarjg 
rejected both, as neither can be traced to a sense-given phenomcniin. 
Kant recalled the intcllcctnal notion irf substance, as necessartty 
involved in the intelligibility ot experience^ 

“ In short, according to Berkeley, the notions and judgments of 
substance and cause seem given to ns empirically in our consciousness of 
continued personality and of moral agency, rather than as necessar^y 
involved in experience. He says too that we have ‘ notions,' not ‘ idesg ’ 
of them ; for Spirit cannot be phenomenalised. 

’ In this and the five following sections we have Berkeley’s nccoi,nt 
of the ditference between the original data or ideas of canse, and i,,,, 
subjective imagination of those data. 

* The impotence of Matter rather than its urn eality, when it is r,ot 
perceived, is the lesson of spiritual philosophy. 
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whatever power I may have over my own 
I find the ideas aetually pcieeived by Sense have 
lot a like dependenee on my will. When in bioad day- 
light I open my eyes, it is not in my power to oiioosc 
whether I shall see or no, or to deteimine what iwiticulai 
objeets shall present themselves to my view; and so like- 
wise as to the hearing and other scn.scs, tlie i^eas imprinted 
on them are not creatures of my will. There is therefore 
some other Will or Spirit that produces them. 

30. The ideas of Sense are more strong, livojy, and distinct 
than those of the Imagination ; they have Itkewise a steadi- 
ness, order, and coherence, and are not excited at random, 
as those which are the effects of human wills often are, but 
in a regular train or series — the admirable connexion whereof 
sufficiently testifies the wisdom and benevolence of its 
Author. Now the set rules or established methods wherein 
the Mind we depend on excites in us the ideas of sense, 
are called the /ajos of mture', and these we learn by 
experience*, which teaches us that such and such ideas 
are attended with such and such other ideas, in the oixlinary 
,cours&of things. 

31. This gives us a sort of foresight which enables us to 
f^gulate our actions for the benefit of life. And without 
this we should be eternally at a loss ; we could not know 
how to act anything that might procure us the least pleasure, 
krr remove the least pain of sense. That food nourishes, 
sleep refreshes, and fire warms us ; tliat to sow in the seed- 
time is the way to reap in the harvest ; and in general that 
to obtain such or such ends, such or such means are con- 
ducive — all this we know, not by discovering riny neeessaty 


' Something more than present phenomena is here tacitly presupposed 
in ‘ experience ’ : otherwise, experience is only of what is at the moment, 
not of what will always be. How does experience give conviction of 
the constancy of order, If it is concerned only with ideas or phenomena 
of sense now present? 
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connexion between our ideas, but only by the observation of 
the settled laws of nature, without which we should be all- 
in uncertainty and confusion, and a grown man no more 
know*how to manage himself in the affairs of life than an 
infant Just born 

32. And yet this consistent uniform working, which so 
evidently displg.ys the goodness and wisdom of that Govern- 
ing Spirit whose Will constitutes the laws of nature,' is so 
far from leading our thoughts to Him, that it rather sends 
them wandering after secoird causes. For/ when we perceive 
certain ideas of Sense constantly followed by other ideas, 
and we know this is not of our own doing, we forthwith 
attribute power ahd agency to the ideas themselves, and 
make one the cause of another, than which nothing can be 
more absurd and unintelligible^ Thus, for example, having 
observed that when we perceive by sight a certain round 
luminous figure we at the same time perceive by touch the 
idea of sensation called heat, we do fiom thence conclude 
the sun to be the cause of heat And in like manner per- 
ceiving the notion and collision of bodies to be attended 
with sound, we aie inclined to think the latter the effect of 
the former. 

33. The ideas imprinted on the Senses by the Author of 
nature are called real things : and those txcited in the Ima- 
gination being less regular, vivid, and constant, are more 
properly termed ideas^ or images of things, which they copy 
and represent. But then our sensations, be they never so 
vivid and distinct, are nevertheless ideas j that is, they exist 
in the mind or are perceived by it, as truly as the ideas of 

1 Reduction "of induction to present ‘observation’ is open to the 
difficulty suggested in the preceding note. 

‘in the mind’ is here and elsewhere used figuratively for being 
perceived, not for being locally within mind, — to which terms of locality 
aie foreign. We do not speak of the sue or shape of a thought, or 
a feeling, or a volition, apart from their correlative organic conditions, 
with which physiology is concerned. 
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its own framing. The ideas of Sense aie allowed to have 
more reality in them, that is, to be more strong, orderly, and 
coherent than the creatures of the mipdj but this is no 
m^ument that they exist without the mind. ( They are also 
less dependent on the spirit, or Ihinlting substance which 
perceives them, in that(^they are exerted by the will of aiv 
filher and more powerful Spirit ; yet still Ihe^ are ideas, and 
certainly no idea, whether faint or .strong, can exist otherwise 
than in a mind perceiving itb^ 

* Such is Berkeley’s account of the difference between peiceivej 
things and imagined things — between actual perception in sense and 
meie fancy. Things of which we are percipient, he says, (o) appear la- 
vohintarily, as far as the jiercipient is cunccinedf while fancies are otir 
own crcaluies ; (b) the foimer are moic strong, lively, and distinct than 
the lattei, thus differing from them in degree ; (e) they nie units in a fixed 
orderly system. The second of these three distinguishing maiks was 
aflerwariis enaphasised. by Hunre, in. his contrast between iin/iiMiiaas 
and their (representative) ideas {Tteadse of Human Nnfiiie, 1). I. pi. t. 
§5 !> 3i pt- 4" § 7; Tnquiry coiuamns Human Understandins i a). 
Hume explains all belief o.% the issue ot the natural tendency of blind 
criRlxOT Jxijiuttirv iliciar .idiww iv ,vA\nw.ttmw ihxi me Snmi) is •tiimisni 
connexion; thus transforming them fiom capiiclous fancies into hcliefsi, 
‘The memory, senses, and understand iiig nre,’ he say.*!, 'all of ihein 
foundefi on the intensity or vivacity of our ideas.’ — Sec l.ej|bni/.| 
He tnodo distiugnendi Phenomena Kealia ab Imaginai Us, and bocko, 
Essay, b, IV. ch. a. j 14 ; dr. 4 ; ch. il, for opinions luilcucdeiil to 
Berkeley. 
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34. Before we proceed any farther it is necessary we 
spend some time in answering Objections which may prob- 
ably be made against the Principles we have hitherto laid 
down^ In doing of which, if I seem too i^olix to those of 
quick apprehcnsidUs, I desire I may be excused, since all 
men do not equally apprehend things of this nature, and 
I am willing to be understood by every one. 

Jurst, then, it will be objected that by the foregoing prirr- 
ciples all that is real and substantial in nature is banished 
out of the world ; and instead thereof a qhiineiicnl scheme 
of ideas lakes place. All things that exist exist only in the 
mind, that is, they are purely notional’. What therefore 
becomes of the sun, moon, and stars ? What must we think 
of houses, rivers, raounl.ains, trees, stones ; nay, even of our 
own bodies ? Arc all tliesc but so many chrrncras and illu- 
sions on the fancy ? 

To all which, and whatever else of the same sort may be 
objected, (l anszoer, that by the principles premised we are 
not deprived of any one thrng in nature. Whatever we see, 
feel, hear, or any wise conceive or understand, rematns as 
secure as ev«2r, and is as real as ever. There is a rcrum 
natura, and the distinction between realities and chimeras 
retains its full force. This is evident from sect. 29, 30, 

’ ' notional.’ Here notion is undiBlincnislied from idea or phenomenon, 

a. § * 7 . 



58 SELEC7WNS FROM BERKELEY 

and 33, where we have shewn what is meant by real things, 
in opposition to chimeras, or ideas of our own framing * j but 
then they both equally exist in the mind, and in that sense 
are alike ideas. 

35^1 do not argue against the existence of any one thing 
that we can apprehend either by sense or reflection. That 
<|^he things I see with my eyes and touch wi^h my hands do 
exist, really exist, I make not the least question. The only 
thing whose existence we deny is that which philosophers call 
_ matter_ or correal substancs^ And in doing of this there is 
no damage done to the rest of mankind, who, I daie say, will 
never miss it. The atheist indeed will want the colour of an 
empty name to support his impiety; anfl the philosophers 
' may possibly find they have lost a great handle for trifling 
and disputation. 

t>-36. If any man thinks this detracts fiOm the existence or 
reality of things, he is very far from understanding what hath 
been premised in the plainest lenns I could think of. Take 
here an abstract of what has been .safef ^Thcrc arc spii filial 
substances, minds, or human souls, which excite ideas® in 
themselves at pleasure': but these are faint, wcak,^and 
unsteady in respect of others they perceive by Sense, which, 
being impressed upon them Recording to certain Rules or 
Laws of Nature, speak themselves the effects of a Mind more 
powerful and wise than human spirits. These latter arc said 
to have more reality'^ in them than the former ; — by which a 


* 'of ottt own finming,’ whereas ‘real things’ are continuously pres 
seated by a power other than ours — the Divine Power univeisally 
operative in nature. 

‘ideas,’ i.e. fancies, in contiast to the real ideas of which we aie 
percipient in sense, and which enable us to interpret nature. 

Ideas thus raised we call fancies or dreams of imagination, in con\ 
tiast with the leal ideas or natural phenomena which are piesenled in 
OUT senses. 

' ‘more reality.’ This implies that reality admits of degtees. Ac% 
coidingly that is for me most lenl which eoteis most into iclatioa 
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meant that they are more affecting, ordeily, and distmof, and 
that they are not fictions * of the mind perceiving them. And 
in this sense the sun tha.1- 1 see by day is the real sun, and 
that which I imagine by night is the idea of the foimcr’. 

^ In^the sense here given of reality, it is evident that every 
vegetable, star, mineral, and in general each part of the 
mundane systep, is as much a real being by oui principles 
as by any olher.)^ Whether others mean anything by the 
term reality difleient from wliat I do, I entreat them to look 
into their own thoughts and see 5 

37. It will be mged that thus muchat least is tiue, to wit, 
that we take away all coipoieal substances. To this my 
answei is, that if tlie word ‘ substance ’ be taken m the vulgar 
sense — for a combination of sensible qualities, such as exten- 
sion, solidity, weight, and the like — this we cannot be accused 
of taking away ; but if it be taken in a philosophic sense— 
for the support of accidents or qualities without the mind, 
then indeed I acknowledge that we take it away, if one may 
be said to take away that which ncvei had any existence, not 
even in the imagination. 

38. But after all, say you, it sounds vciy harsh to say we 
eat and diink ideas, and are clothed with ideas. I acknow- 
ledge it does so — the word tdea not being used in common 


with my individual peisonality; foi man, that which moil fully satis- 
fies the ideal man. Thui the appearances piesented to the senses arc 
more realised when interpieted icicntiRcally than when looked at or 
felt unintelligently ; and when also appiehended philosophically, or 
in their lelation to God, they are realised in the highest degree. Hut 
jlfi.meie facies differ from actual perceptions only m degreej 

t The appeaiances or qualities of things, when actually presented to 
onr senses, aie * not fictions ’ ; they are reality immediately present in 
sense. They cannot misrepresent, hecause they are not representative of 
reality, but are themselves the real thmg : they constitute mattei. 

‘ Here again we have the signal diffeience between imagined mattei 
and real matter insisted on, and sought to be reconciled with the already 
argued nnsubstantiality and powerlessness of the mateiial world, apart 
from percipient and active mind. 
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discaurse to signify the several combinations of sensible 
qualities which are called f lungs ; — and it is certain that any 
expression which varies fiom the familiar use of language 
will seem harsh and ridiculous. But this doth not concern 
the truth of the proposition, which in other words is no more 
than to say, we are fed and clothed with those things which 
we perceive immediately by our senses. "Jhe hardness or 
softness, the colour, taste, warmth, figure, or suchlike quali- 
ties, which, combined together, constitute the several sorts 
of victuals and apparel, have been shewn to exist only in 
the mind that perceives them ; and this is all that is meant - 
by calling them ideas-, which woid, if it was as ordinaiily used 
as thing, would sound no harsher nor more ridiculous than 
it. I am not for disputing about the piopriety, but the truth 
of the expression. If therefoie you agree with me that we 
cat and diink and are clad with the immediate objects of sense, 
which cannot exist unperceived or without the mind, I shall 
' readily giant it is raoie proper or conformable to custom 
that they should be called things rather than ideas, 

^ 39. If it be demanded why I make use of the woid idea, 
and do not rather in compliance with custom call them 
things, I answer, I do it for two reasons : — fust, because 
I the term thing, in contradistinction to idea, is gencially 
supposed to denote somewhat existing without the mind ‘ ; 

> secondly, because thing hath a more comprehensive signifi- 
cation than idea, including spirit or' thinking things as well 
as ideas Since therefore the objects of sense exist only in 
the mind, and are withal thoughtless and inactive “, I choose 
to mark them by the word idea', which implies those 
properties. 

‘ i. e. vnperceived — nniealised by any conscioui being. 

‘ Self-conscious agents are piopeily called persons, in contiasl to 
things, 

‘ lie takes for granted Ibal be has already demonstrated the wholly 
dependent subslanliality and power attributable to matter. 

* ' Sensation,’ ‘ impression,’ ‘ireicept,’ * phenomenon,’ might be snb- 
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40. But, say wliat wc can, sonic one perhaps may be apt 
to reply, he will still believe his senses, and ncvci suffoi any, 
arguments, how plausible soever, to prevail over the certainty 
of them. Be it so j assert the evidence of sense as high a^ 
you please ; we are willing to do the same. That what I see, 
hear, and feel JolA exist, that is to say, is perceived by me, 

I no more dou^L than I do of my own being. But I do not 
see how the testimony of sense can be alleged as a proof fot 
the existence of anything which is not perceived hy sense. 
We are not for having any man turn sceptic and disbelieve 
his senses ; on the contrary, we give them all the stress and 
assurance imaginable; nor are there any principles more 
opposite to Sceptitism than those we have laid down, as 
shall be hereafter clearly shewn h 

v<-4r. Second/}', it will be objected that there is a great dif. ' 
■'Terence betwixt real fire, for instance, and the idea of fire, 
/betwixt dreaming or imagining oneself burnt, and actually 
being so : iT you suspect it to be only the idea of lire which 
you sec, do but put your hand into it and you will be con- 
vinced with a witness This and the like may be urged in 
opposition to our tenets. — fPo all which the answer is evident 
from what hath been already said ; and I shall only add in 
this place, that if real fire be veiy different from the idea of. 
fire, so also is the real pain that it occasions very different 
from the idea of the same pain ; and yet nobody will pre. 
tend that real pain either is, or can possibly be, in an 

slitutcd, lliongh olijectlons are open to them nil. la Sit is he picfei^ 
phtnonumn to idea, as llie name for appearances picsentccl in th^ 
senses. ' 

‘ Berkeley argues that to suppose sensible things which are not 
perceived by any mind is as absurd as to suppose perception without 
perception. But to lesolve things wholly into isolated ideas or 
phenomena leaves the material world without any piinciple connecting^ 
Its piesent with its absent phenomena, and thcrefoie nnintelligible. 
This is the essence of Scepticism. 

• So Locke, Essay, b. IV. ch. ii, §§ 7, 8. 
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unperceiving thing, or without the mind, any more than 
its idea 

42. Thirdly., it will be objected that we see things af tually 
without, or at a distance from us \ and which consequently 
do not exist in the mind ; it being absmd that those things 
which are seen at the distance of several miles should be 
as near to us as our own thoughts. — In hfiswer to this, 
I desire it may be considered that in a dieam we do oft 
perceive things as existing at a great di^Ji^nce off, and yet 
for all that, those things are acknowledged to have their 
existence only in the mind. 

43. But, for the fuller clearing of thig point, it may be 
worth while to consider Aozv it is that we perceive distatice 
and things placed at a distance by sight. For, that we should 
in truth see external space, and bodies actually existing in 
it — some nearer, and others farthci off— seems to carry witli 
it some opposition to what hath been said of bodies existing 
nowheie without the mind. 'I'hc consideration of this diffi- 
culty It was that gave birth to my Essay towards a New 
Theory of Vision, which was published not long since — 
wherein it is shewn('that distance o^!..aatncss is neither im- 
mediately of itself percerved by sight, nor yet apprehended 
or judged of by lines and angles, or anything that hath 
a necessary connexion with it ; but that it is only suggested “ 
to our thoughts by certain visible ideas and sensations 
attending vision, which in their own nature have no manner 
of similitude or relation either with distance or things placed 

* But is there no more oulttess and independence of percipient mind 
in the solid things of sense than there is in transitory pains and pleasures 
— though both, it is granted, are diifeient from the bar^ imagination of 
either’ 

’ The term suggestion, so significant in Beikeley, here makes its 
first appearance in the Principles. See Theory of Vision, 5 16, note,— 
' Suggestion ’ — simple suggestion and relative — was employed long after- 
wards, as a synonym for mental association, in the psychology of 
Thomas Brown. 
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at a distance j but, by a connexion taught us by experience 
tlicy come to signify and suggest them to us — after the same 
manner that words of any language suggest the ideas they 
are made to stand for ; insomuch that a man bom blind and 
afterwards made to see, would not, at first sight, think the 
things he saw to be without his mind, or at any distance 
from him. See sect. 41 of the forementioncd treatise. 

44.( The ideas of sight and touch make two species entirely 
distinct and heterogeneous. The former are marks and 
prognostics of the lattes^ That the proper objects of sight 
neither exist without the mind, nor are the images of ex- 
ternal things, was shewn even in that treatise. Though 
throughout the same the contiary be supposed true of 
tangible objects — not that to suppose that vulgar error was 
necessary for establishing the notion therein laid down, but 
because it was beside my purpose to exa’mine and lefutc it 
.in a discourse concerning Vision. (So that in stiict tiuth 
the ideas 'of sight, when we apprehend by them distance > 
and things placed at distance, do not suggest or mto out 
to us things actually''cxisting at a distance, but only admonish 
us what( ideas of touch * will be imprinted in our minds at 
such dnd such distances^bf time, and in consequence of such 
and such actioffsi) / It is, I say, evident from what has been 
said in the foregoing parts of this Treatise., and in sect. 147 
and elsewhere of the Essay concerning Vision,] that visible 
ideas are the Language whereby the Governing Spiiit on 
whom we depend informs us what tangible ideas he is about 
to impiint upon us, in case we excite this or that motion in 
our own bodies.// But for a fuller infoimation in this point 
I refer to the Essay itself’. 

* ‘Suggestion’ is here lested upon ‘experience,’ or cnsloin ary con- 
nexion, and is then made the constructire influence in the foimation 
of visual percepUon, if not ultimately of physical science. 

“ Under ‘touch ’ and ‘ tangible ideas’ he includes what is now calicd 
muscular sense, and olso oiir sense of locomotive activity. 

• Visual expeetafim develops into universal sense symbolism. 
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45. FoKri/ify, it will be ohjnled that fiom the f()ie<;i>m{r 
principles it follows things <arc cvciy nuiiueut annihilated 
apd created anew. The objects of sense exist only when they 
are perceived ; the trees therefoic aie in the garden,* or the 
chairs in the pailour, no longer than while there is somebody 
by to perceive them. Upon shutting my eyes all the furni- 
ture in the room is reduced to nothing, lyid barely upon 
opening them it is again created. — In answer to all which, 
I refer the reader to what has been said in sect. 3, 4, &c., 
'and desire he will consider whether he mearrs anything by 
the actual existence of an idea distinct from its being per- 
ceived. For my part, after the nicest inquiry I could make, 
I am not able to discover that anything else is meant by 
Vhose words ; and I once more entreat the reader to sound 
?his own thoughts, and not suffer himself to be imposed on 
by words. I If he can conceive it possible cither for his ideas 
or their archetypes to exist without being perceived, then I 
give up the cause j but if he cannot, he will acknowledge it 
is unreasonable for him to stand up in defence of he knows 
not what, and pretend to chaigc on mo as an absurdity the 
not assenting to those propositions which at bottom^ have 
no meaning in thein'.li 

46. ' It will not be amiss to observe how far the received 
^principles of philosophy are themselves chargeable with those 
pretended absurdities.t^'jlt is thought strangely absurd that 
^upon closing my eyelids all the visible objects around me 
should be reduced to nothing; and yet is not this what 
philosophers commonly acknowledge, when they agree on 
jsll hands tha t lig ht and colours, whicti alone are the proper 
and immediate objects of sight, are mere sensations ’ that 

^ This repsaft the wnining against empty abstractions with which 
he intiodnccd ns to philosophy; for such, accoiding to his argument, 
me material substances jind powers nnpercelved by any mind. 

““ It is the want of permanence in things, which seems to follow 
Berkeley's conception of matter, that is objected to ; but this objection 
equally applies also to that providence, or 'constant creation,’ held by 



OBJECTIONS TO THE PRINCIPLES 


65 

cxi&t no longor than they aic perceived i^_‘jy\gain, it iniiy to 
some peihaps seem vciy iiicicdiblc that things should be 
every moment creating, yet this very notion is commonly 
taught, in the schools. For the Schoolmen, though they 
acknowledge the existence of matter, and that the whole 
mundane fabtic is framed out of it, are n evertheless af 
opinion that it^ cannot subsist without the divine conser^ 
vatiort, which by them is expounded to be a continual 
creation. of 

4^^VFarther, a little thought will discover to us that though 
we allow the existence of Matter, or corporeal substancifjyef 
it will uijavaidably follow, from the principles which are now 
generally admitted, that the particular bodies, of what kind 
soever, do none of them exist whilst they are not perceived. 
For, it is evidenj^rora sect, ii and the following sections, 
that the Matter philosophers contend for is an incomprehen- 
sible someivhai, which hath none of those particular qualities 
whereby the bodies falling under our senses are distinguished 
one from another. But, to make this more plain, it must 
be remarked that the infinite divisibility of Matter is now 
universally allowed, at' least by the most approved- and 
considerable philosophcis, who, on the received piinciples, 
demonstrate it beyond all exception. Hence, it follows 
thcie is an infinite number of parts in each paiticle of 
Matter, which are not perceived by sense’. The reason 
therefore that any particular body seems to be of a finite 
magnitude, or exhibits only a finite number of parts to sense, 
is, not because it contains no more, since in itself it contains 
an infinite number of parts, but because the sense is not' 

many long befoft Berkeley argued that percipi was the essence of the 
‘ constantly created ’ matenal object. ' 

Berkeley’s limitation of power to Spirit substitutes for substance and 
power in the ' extended thing,’ the constant cieative activity of God 
(§§ 6, 48, &c. ). 

^ It is of the essence of infinite divMon that it can never be completed, 
because eveiy actual division must be carried fiuther. 

S.B. 1341’’ 


V 
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acute enough to discern them. In pioportion thoiefoic as 
the sense is lendercd more acute, it perceives a gi eater 
number of parts in the object ; that is, the object appears 
greater, and its figure varies, those parts in its extremities 
which were before unperceivablc appearing now to bound 
it in’ very difierent lines and angles from those perceived by 
an obtu.ser sense. And at length, after vaiioits changes of 
size and shape, when the sense becomes infinitely acute the 
body shall seem infinite. During all which there is no 
alteration in the body, but only in the sense. Each body 
therefore, considered in itself, is infinitely extended, and 
consequently void of all shape and figure h From which it 
follows that, though we should grant the existence of Matter 
to be never so certain, yet it is withal as certain, the Mate- 
rialists themselves are by their own principles forced to 
acknowledge, that neither the particular bodies perceived 
by sense, nor anything like them, exists without the mind. 
Matter, I say, and each particle thereof, i.s according to thewr 
infinite and shapeless ; and it is the mind that^rames all Iha^ 
variety of bodies which compose the visible world, airy one 
whei*cof does not exist longer than it is perceived. ' 

, 48. But, after all, if we consider it, the objection pro'poscd 
in sect 45 will not be found reasonably charged on the 
principles we have premised, so as in truth to make any 
objection at all against our notions. (^For, though we hold 
indeed the objects of sense to be nothing else but ideas' 
which cannot exist unperceived, yet we may not heirce con- 
'clude they have no existence except only while they are 
perceived by ; since there may be some other Spirit that 
perceives tfiem though we do not.J) Wherever bodies are 
said to have no existence without the mind, f would not be 
understood to mean this or that particular mind, but all minds 
whatsoever . ) It does not therefore follow from the foregoing 

• The infinite in quantity is wholly unimaginable as an itlqa or 
sensuous phenomenon, 
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piinciples that bodies lU'c annihilated and eiealed c\ciy 
niomcnl, or exist not at all during the inteivals between ott/' 
peiccption of them*. 

49. Fifthly^ it may pcihaps be objected that if extension 
and figure exist only in the mind, it follows that the mind 
is extended an^ figured ; since extension is a mode or attri- 
bute which (to speak with the schools) is piedicated of the 
subject in which it exists(^I answer, those qualities are in 
the mind only as they arc perceived by it — that is, not by -■ 
way of mode or attribute^ but only by way of idea)\ and it no<, 
more follows the soul or mind is extended, because extension 
exists in it alone, than it does that it is red or blue, because,^ 
those colours arc on all hands acknowledged to exist in it, 
and nowhere else. ) As to what philosophers say of ‘ subject ’ , 
and * mode,’ that seems veiy groundless and unintelligible.'v 

It' 

* To explain our confidence in the conlimed identity oi the things wc 
see and touch, notwithstanding their constant flux in our peiceplions ; 
*and to show /loraithey exist duiing intervals In which there might be no 
sense-perception of them by any mind, is Berkeley’s difficulty. 

With refeiencc to Berkeley’s reply to the fourth objection, (it has 
been urged that if sensible things exist only bupeinatiiially in God’s will 
and thought, when unpeiceived by us; and if, ns realised, they nie 
dependent on our (often interiiipted) sensc-peiceptions, — then, what we 
call the iame thing is many things, each of them niinihilnted and 
created anew with every opening and closing of our senses. — Did the 
llerculanean manusciipts, some one asks, not really exist dining the 
centuries in which they were buried ; and shall we say that when they 
wei e discovered God cicated them anew ? Is this restoration explained by 
the assumption that all things are divinely governed nccoidmg to natural 
laws ? Is law in nature possible except on the supposition that things 
exut tit sjaee, iiidcpccidently of reahsation in percipient life? That 
there may be inhabitants in Mars, though no man on earth has ever 
seen them, musf be admitted; but this means only that in the progress 
of our knowledge we may realise them for ourselves. That which 
IS related to present perception according to the natural laws which 
regulate experience is physically real. 

Peifect similarity in the sense-phenomena manifested, not objective 
numerical identity, constitutes ‘sameness’ in sensible things, according 
to Berkeley. As to personal identity he is obscure. 
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For instance, in this proposition — ‘ a die is hard, exlondcd, 
and square,’ they will have it that the w'ord die denotes a 
subject or substance, distinct from the hardness, extension, 
and figure which are predicated of it, and in whiclT they 
exist. This I cannot comprehend : to me a die seems to 
be nothing distinct from those things which are termed its 
modes or accidents. And, to say ‘ a die is hard, extended, 
and square ’ is not to attribute those qualities to a subject 
distinct from and supporting them, but only an explication 
of the meaning of the woid die 

50. Sixthly, you will object there have been a great many 
things explained by matter and motion 1 take away these 
and you destroy the whole corpuscular philosophy, and 
undermine those mechanical principles which have been 
applied with so much success to account for the pheno- 
mena. In shoit, whatever advances have been made, cither 
by ancient or modern philosophcis, in the study of Nature 
do all proceed on the supposition that corporeal substance 
or Matter doth really exist. — To this I aimver that theic 
is noC any one phenomenon explained on (that supposition 
which may not as well be explained without) it, as might 
easily be made appear by an induction of particulars To 

r If Space and extended things exist only in and through percipient 
mind, it may seem that mind must bo extended; so that after all 
we are landed in Materialism. — ^Berkeley's reply throws light on his 
conception of the 1 elation between sense and the phenomenon of 
extension — between the peicipicnt and the interpretable appearances. 
Percipient mind is related to extension, figure, and what else is given 
in sense in the unique relation of percipient to what is perceived, 
with whatever ' otherness ’ that altogether unique relation may involve. 
It is not so related as that the extended phenomenon or idea is 
an attribute of the ego. 

» It has been further objected— that all physico-mathematical ex- 
planations of events In natnre presuppose that the things of sense and 
their changes are absolutely independent of percipient mind, and also 
that Berkeley’s conception of what ' reality ' of the material world 
means is inconsistent with the ‘conservation of foice.’ 
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explain the phenomena, is all one as to shew why, upon 
such and such occasions, we are affected with sueh and 
such ideas. But how Matter should operate on a Spirit, 
or produce any idea in it, is what no philosopher will 
pretend to explain j it is therefoie evident there can be no 
use of Matter in Natural Philosophy \ Besides, |hey who 
attempt to ac<!ount for things do it, not by corporeal sub- 
stance, but by figure, motion, and other qualities which 
are in truth no more than mere ideas and therefore can- 
not be the cause of anything, as hath been already shewn. 
See sect. 35. 

51. Seventhly ^ it will upon this be demanded whether it 
does not seem absurd to take away natural causes ®, and 
ascribe everything to the immediate operation of Spirits ? 
We must no longer say upon these principles that fire 
heats, or water cools, but that a Spirit heats, and so forth. 
Would not a man be deservedly laughed at, who should 
talk after this manner? — I answer, he would soj(in suck 
things we ought to think with the learned, and speak with 
the ^vulgar. ) They who to demonstration are convinced 
of the truth of the Copernican system do ncveitheless say 


' The question for Materialism is — whether conscious life in man, 
in its rational and voluntary manirestations, must originate in' (a) a 
power like itself, intellect being the only possible cause of what is 
intellectual, — or may be only (d) a natural sequence to changes in 
matter. With Berkeley the human body, in itself unsubstantial and 
impotent, is ultimately dependent on active Spirit ; and the human ego 
is also conditioned by its own mind-dependent organism, as healthy 
or diseased. They aie known as mutually dependent ; but the depen- 
dence of the conscious ego diffeis in kind from the dependence of matter 
and the organism. Universal Mateiialism, moreover, differs from this 
modified Materialism, as remarked in a former note. 

‘ ‘ ideas,' i.e. phenomena which succeed one another naturally in our 
sense-experience. 

’ 'take away natural causes,’ i.«. empty natninl causes of all 
inherent power, and refer their supposed powers to the constant agency 
of God. 
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‘ the sun rises,’ ‘ the sun sets,’ or ‘ comes to the meridian ; ’ 
and if they affected a contrary style in common talk it 
would without doubt appear very ridiculous. A little 
\ reflection on what is here said will make it manifest that 
\the common use of language would receive no manner 
\of alteration or distuibance from the admission of our 
genets. 

^52. (lnj.hc o rdinary aflajrs. of life,, any phrases may be 
ietained,H-so long as they excite in us proper sentiments, 
of dispositions to act in such a'manner as is necessary for 
our well-being, how false soever they may be if taken in 
a strict and speculative sense.) Nay, this is unavoidable, 
since, propriety being regulated by custom, language is 
suited to the received opinions, which are not always the 
truest. Hence it is impossible — even in the most rigid, 
philosophic reasonings — so far to alter the bent and genius 
of the tongue we speak as never to give a handle for 
cavillers to pretend difficulties and inconsistencies. But 
a fair and ingenuous reader will collect the sense from the 
scope and tenor and connexion of a discourse, making 
allowances for those inaccurate modes of speech which 
use has made inevitable. 

53. As to the opinion that there are no Corporeal Causes ', 
this has been heretofore maintained by some of the School- 
men, as it is of late by others among the modern philoso- 
phers j who, though they allow Matter to exist, yet will have 
God a/a»e to be the immediate efficient cause of all things. 
These men saw that amongst all the objects of sense theie 
was none which had any power or activity included in it j 
and that by consequence this was likewise trues of whatever 


‘ The eEsential piinciple is, that Matter cannot be the ac/ive cause 
of anything ; so that physical change must itself in all cases presuppose 
spiritual agency.. It thus leconciles the common-sense recognition of 
natural order, on which science of nature proceeds, with the constant 
cansal regulation of the natural order by God. 
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bodies they supposed to exist without the mind, like unto 
the immediate objects of sense But then, that they should 
suppose an innumerable multitude of cieated beings, which 
they 'icknowledge aie not capable of pioducing any one 
effect in nature, and which therefore are made to no mannei 
of purpose, since God might have done everything as well 
without themT5-this I say, though we should allow it pos- 
sible, must yet be a veiy unaccountable and extravagant 
supposition 

‘ ' 54. the eighth place, the universal concurrent Assent 
rof Mankind’ may be thought by some an invincible aigu- 
ment in behalf of Matter, or the existence of external things.^^ 
Must we suppose the whole woild to be mistaken ? And. 
if so, what cause can be assigned of so widespread and pre-^ 
dominant an error? — I answer, first, that, upon a narrow 
inquiry, it will not perhaps be found so many as is imagined 
do really believe the existence of Matter, or things without 
the mind, j' Strictly speaking, to believe that which involves' 
a contradiction, or has no meaning in it, is impossible j and 
whether the foregoing expressions are not of that sort. 


* ‘bodies’ — of which Ibc ideas, 01 immediate olyecli ot sense, were 
supposed by them (not by Berkeley noi by Kcid) to be only leprcsen- 
tnlives. 

’ The refeience in tliis section is to Mnlebrnncbe, Geiilinx, and other 
so-called Occasionalists in the seventeenth century, who, while they 
maintained an independent existence of Mutter, denied, like Beikeley, 
but on other grounds, its ejjicieney. They held that, on occasion of the 
affection of the organism, perception Is evoked by God. 

> This IS like the argiiment from ‘ common sense’ for the reality of 
the material world, ns put by Reid. The point in question is not, 
however, whether the woild, in some sense of the term ‘ real,' really 
exists ; it is what we should mean, if we aic not to indulge in empty 
verbal abstraction, when we assert its reality. That the unreflecting 
part of mankind shonld have a confused view of what the external 
leality of matter means is not to be wondered at. It is the office of 
philosophical meditation to improve their conception, making it deeper 
and ti tier. 
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I refer it to the impartial examination of the reader. In one 
sense, indeed, men may be said to believe that Matter 
exists j that is, they act as if the immediate cause of thcii 
sensations, which affects them every moment, and* is so 
nearly present to them, were some senseless, unthinking 
being. But, that they should clearly apprehend any mean- 
ing marked by those words, and foim theieof a settled 
speculative opinion, is what I am not able to conceive. 
This is not the only instance wherein men impose upon 
themselves, by imagining they -believe those propositions 
which they have often heard, though at bottom they have 
no meaning in them 

55. But secondly, though we should grant a notion 
to be never so universally and sledfastly adhered to, yet 
this is but a weak argument of its truth to whoever 
considers what a vast number of prejudices and false 
, opinions are everywhere embraced with the utmost tena- 
ciousness, by the uniedecling (which are the far greater) 
part of mankind. There was a time when the antipodes 
and motion of the eaith wore looked upon as monstrous 
absurdities even by men of learning : and if it be consi- 
dered what a small proportion they beat to the rest of 
mankind, we shall find that at this day those notions 
have gained but a very inconsiderable footing in the 
world. 

56. But ninthly, it is demanded that we assign a Cause 
of this Prejudice, and account for its obtaining in the woild. 
— To this I ««ja/«r,^hat men knowing they perceived several 
ideas, whereof //iey themselves not tlie authors — as not 
being excited from within, nor depending on the operation 
of their wills — this made them maintain those ideas or 
objects of perception had an existence independent of and 

* That our perceptions of the material world ate only perceptions 
of mind-dependent phenomena is what Reid is supposed to icfute. 
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without the mind, without ever dreaming that a contra- 
diction was involved in those words. ) But, philosopheis 
having plainly seen that //le immediate objects of perception 
do not exist without the mind, they in some degiec cor- 
rected the mistake of the vulgar ; but at the same time run 
into another, which seems no less absurd, to wit, that there 
are ceitain objects really existing without the mind, or 
having a subsistence distinct from being perceived, of which 
our ideas are only images or resemblances, imprinted by 
those objects on the mind ) And tliis notion of the philo- 
sophers owes its origin to the same cause with the former, 
namely, their being conscious that they were not the authors 
of their own sensations, which they evidently knew wcic 
imprinted from without, and which therefore must have 
some cause distinct from the minds on which they are 
impiinted *. 

57.(But why_they should suppose the ideas of sense Jo 
' be excileS in us by things in their likeness^ and not rather 
'have 'iccburse to Spirit, which alone can act, may be ac- 
counted for, fiist^becausc they were not aware of the repug- 
nancy there is, as well in supposing things like unto our 
ideas existing without, as in attributing to them power or 
activity. ) Secondly, (because the Supreme Spii it which excites 
those ideas in our minds, is not marked out and limited 
to our view by any particular finite collection of sensible 
ideas, as human agents are by their si^e, complexion, limbs, 
and motions, j And thirdly, (because His operations arc 
regular and uniform.') Whenever the course of nature is 
interrupted by a miracle, men are ready to own the pre- 
sence of a Superior Agent. But, when we sec things go 
on in the oi dinary course, they do not excite in us any 

I This is the hypothesis of a wholly lepiesentative peiception in 
sense, against which Keid’s philosophy was a protest. 

“ A ‘lepiesentative’ perception piesupposes real but imperceived 
things — eMsting behind what is iieiceived. 
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reflection j their order and concatenation, though it be an 
argument of the greatest wisdom, power, and goodness in 
their creator, is yet so constant and familiar to us that we 
do not think them the immediate effects of a fukis Tii’iuiT ; 
especially since inconsistency and mutability in acting, 
though it be an imperfection, is looked on as a mark of 
freedom 

$8. Tenthly, it will be objected that the notions we 
advance are inconsistent with several sound truths in Philo- 
sophy and Mathematics. For example, the motion of the 
earth is now universally admitted by astronomers as a truth 
grounded on the clearest and most convincing reasons. But, 
"on the foicgoing principles, there can be no such thing. Foi, 

, motion being only an idea, it follows that if it be not per- 
ceived it exists not : but the motion of the earth is not per- 
ijteived by sense. — I answer, ihsul tenet, if lightly understood, 
will be found to agree with the piinciples we have premised j 
for, the question wlicther the earth moves or no amounts in 
'reality to no more than this, to wit, whethci wo have icason 
to cpncludc, fioin what has been observed by astronomeis, 
that if we were placed in such and such ciicuinslanccs, and 
such or such a position and distance both from llic earth 
and sun, we should perceive the former to move among the 
choir of the planets, and appearing in all respects like one 
of them j and this, by the established lulcs of nature whi’h 

' I3ul divine ‘ nibiliauness’ is not cnprice. Coufnsioii about this 
occasions the difficulty of allowing that God originates and constantly 
maintains law in nature. Fbilosophy struggles to resolve seeming 
contingencies into the rational unity that is only in part revealed to our 
limited intelligence of the nniveise Sense is confused thought, which 
the rational constitution latent in nature enables human intellect to 
conveit into physical science. But the narrow intellectual power and 
experience of man can never entirely eliminate probability in the con- 
veision. Locke, who may have suggested to Beikeley his favourite 
conception of arbiti ariness in the constitution of the laws of nature, 
maintained that therefore man could form no tiemonsiraile science of 
nature. 
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we have no rcasofi lo mistrust, is reasonably collected from 
the phenomena. 

59. We may, f^ora the experience wc have had of the 
train afid succession of ideas ’ in our minds, often make, I 
will not say uncertain conjectures, but sure and well-grounded 
predictions concerning the ideas we shall be affected with 
pursuant to a gieat train of action.5, and be enabled to pass 
a right judgment t)f what would have appeared to us, in casej 
we were placed in circumstances very different from those 
we are in at present. Herein consists the knowledge of 
nature, which may preserve its use and certainty very 
consistently with what hath been said. It will be easy 
to apply this to whatever objections of the like sort may 
be drawn from the magnitude of the stars, or any other 
discoveries in astronomy or natuie. ' 

00. In the eleilinih place, it will be demanded to what 
purpose serves that curious organisation of plants, and the 
animal mechanism in the parts of animals ; might not 
vegetables grow, and shoot forth leaves and blossoms, and 
animals pcrfoim all their motions, as well without as with all 
that variety of intcinal parts so elegantly contiived and put 
togcthei ; which, being ideas, have nothing powerful or 
operative in them, nor have any necessary connexion with 
the effects ascribed to them ? If it be a Spiiit that imme- 
diately produces evciy effect by a fiat or act of His will, we 
must think all that is fine and artificial in the works, whether 
of man or nature, to be made in vain. By this doctrine, 
though an artist has made the spring.^and wheels, and every 
movement of.^ watch, and adjusted them in such a manner 
as he knew would produce the motions he designed, yet he 
Vftust tiwnk. aW date » dooe to 00 porpo'se, wod tb.wt 

r Our sense-expencnce is here supposed to be coasliluted by divinely- 
established associations of natural phenomena or sense -pi esented ideas — 
not by what is commonly meant by * association of ideas.’ 
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Intelligence which diiccls the index, tind points to the hour 
of the day. If so, why may not the Intelligence do it, with- 
out his being at the pains of making the movements and 
putting them together ? tVhy does not an empty case scivC 
as 'H'ell as another? And how comes it to pass that when- 
ever there is any fault in the going of a watch, there is some 
corresponding disorder to be found in the ntpveraents, which 
being mended by a skilful hand all is right again ? The like 
may be said of all the Clockwork of Nature, great pait 
whereof is so wonderfully fine* and subtle as scarce to be 
discerned by the best microscope. In short, it will be asked> 
how, upon our principles, any tolerable account can be 
given, or any final cause assigned, of an innumerable multi- 
tude of bodies and machines, framed with the most exquisite 
art, which in the common philosophy have very apposite 
uses assigned them, aivd serve to explain abundance of 
phenomena ? 

6i. To all which I amver^ fust, that ihough thcio were 
some AifhcraVnesrc'ia'img'io'ibc mimmsttaVron u\ Vtox'irlitiTicCi 
and the uses by it as.signcd to tlic soveial parts of nature, 
whioli I could trot solve by the foregoing principles, yet this 
objection could be of small weight against the truth and 
certainty of those things which may be proved a priori, with 
the utmost evidence and rigour of demonsti alion. Secondly', 
but neither arc the received principles free from the like 
difficulties ; for, it may still be demanded to what end Qod 
should take those roundabout methods of cffecling things, 
by instruments and machines, which no one can deny might 
have been effected by the mere command of His will, without 
all that apparatus : nay, if we narrowly considjr it, we shall 
find the objection may be retorted with greater force on 
those who hold the existence of those machines without the 
mind j for it has been made evident that solidity, bulk, figure, 
motion, and the like have no activity or efficacy in them, so 
as to be capable of producing any one eflect in nature. See 
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sect. 25. Whoevci tliercfoie supposes them to exist (allow- 
ing the supposition possible) when they are not perceived 
does it manifestly to no purpose ; since the only use that is 
assigned to them, as they exist unpeiceived, is that they 
nroduce those perceivable effects, which in truth cannot 
36 ascribed to anything but Spirit. 

yds. But, to come nigher the difficulty, it must be observed 
hat tlwugh the fabrication of all those parts and organs be 
Tot Absolutely necessary to the producing any effect, yet itjs 
lecfissaiy to the-producing .of things in a cotistant regulay_ 
way accordim JO-J/te laws of nature. There ate certain 
general laws that run through the whole chain of natural 
effects : these are learned by tire observation and study of 
nature, and are by men applied as well to the framing 
artificial things for the use and ornament of life as to the 
explaining the various phenomena ; — which explanation con- 
sists only in shewing the conformity any particular pheno- 
menon hath to the general laws of nature, or, which is the 
same thing, in discovering the uniformity there is in the 
production of natural effects j as will be evident to whoever 
shall attend to the several instances wherein philosophers 
pretend to account for appearances. That there is a great 
and conspicuous ttse in these regular constant methods of 
working observed by the Supreme Agent hath been shewn 
in sect. 31. And it is no less visible that a particular size, 
figure, motion, and disposition of parts are necessary, though 
not absolutely to the producing any effect, yet to the pro- 
ducing it according to the standing mechanical laws of nature. 
Thus, for instance, it cannot be denied that God, or the Intelli- 
gence that sustains and rules the ordinary course of things, 
might, if He were minded to produce a miracle, cause all 
the motions on the dial-plate of a watch, though nobody 
had ever made the movements and put them in it ; but yet, 
if He will act agreeably to the rules of mechanism — ^by Him 
for wise ends established and maintained in the creation — 
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il is nt'ccssary that those actions of llic walchmiikci, wbcrc1)y 
he makes the movements and rightly adjusts them, [)icccdc 
the production of the afoiesaid motions ; as also that any 
disorder in them be attended with the pciccption of some 
corresponding disoidor in the movements, which being once 
conected all is right again’. 

63. It may indeed on some occasions be necessary that 
the Author of jiaturc.display-His_oveiriiling power in pio- 
"ducing appearances out of the ordinary seiies of things. 
Such exceptions horn the genecal rules of nature are pioper 
to surprise and awe men into an acknowledgment of the 
Divhie Being; but then they arc to be used but seldom, 
otherwise there is a plain reason why they fail of that effect. 
Besides, God seems to choose the convincing our reason of 
His attributes by the works of natuie, which discover so 
much harmony and contrivance in their make, and are such 
plain indications of wisdom and beneficence in their Authoi, 
rather than to astonish us into a belief of llis Being by 
anomalous and surprising events 

■f' ’ When Berkeley rccogniiics rational ordei omnipresent in nature, his 
posilfon, it has been niged, is untenable, because he can only assume, 
not^m/e, the continued confoiinity of the phenomena picsenlcdin sense 
to that order ; — and because this very assumption implies that things exist 
independently of being perceived, scienlllic inlerprelntlon of things pre- 
supposing their independent existence Belirccn our perceptions in 
eating and onr porceplious of the consequent growth of our bodies, for 
instance, many sequences aie interposed, which exist unperceived by 
sentient mind ; but these, as each term in the sequence is only a datum 
of sense, cannot, it is argued, wAen thus tmperceived, be identified 
with the supersensible Ideas of God.H So loo with the existence ol the 
planets anlenor to se/siient intelligence. — On the other hand, Berkeley 
might ask rn reply, whether the qualities of the mateiinl world could 
maintain a conceivable existence after the extinction <K all perception ; 
also whether there is more difficulty in explaining (consistently with 
his conception of the material world) the unpeiceived growth of our 
bodies, or the early geological periods, than there is in explaining 
the existence of the tangible qualities of a house or a mountain when 
one is only seeing it. 

° Tire nature and office of miracles is here touched. If the whole 
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64. To set this matter in a yet dearer ]if>bt, T shall obseivc; 
that whaTlias been objected m'sect, amounts 111 reality to 
no more than this : — ideas are not anyhow and at random 
inoduced, there betnga certain order and connexion between 
them, like to that of cause and effect : there arc also several 
combinations of them made in a very regular and artificial 
manner, which seem like so many instruments in the hand 
of nature that, being hid as it were behind the scenes, have 
a secret operation in producing those appearances which are 
seen on the theatre of the woi:ld, being themselves discernible 
only to the curious eye of the philosopher. But, srnce one 
idea cannot be the cause of another, to what purpose is that 
connexion? And, since those instruments — being barely 
inefficacious perceptions in the mind — are not subservient 
to the production of natural effects, it is demanded why 
they are made; or, in other words, what reason can be 
assigned why God should make us, upon a close inspec- 
tion into His works, behold so great variety of ideas so 
artfully laid together, and so much according to rule ; 
it not being credible that He would be at the expense 
(if one may so speak) of all that art and regularity to no 
purpose ? 

65. To all which my answer is, first, that the connexion of 
ideas does not imply ^h^e relation of cause and effect, but puly 
of a mark or sign with the thn^ signified',. The fire which 
I see is not the cause of the pain I suffer upon my approach- 
ing it, but the 7 nark that forewarns me of it. In like 

evolution of natnre is always and immediately cansed by God, where, 
it may be asked, is the room for miraculous interfeience with this divine 
Older ? Beikcle]>>s answer to this may be gathered from $ 62, Spiiitual 
insight, although diffeient in kind from sensuous perception, ordinary 
or miiaculous, may be awakened by physical miracles. 

^ When it Is objected that what exists niiperceived by me must have 
existed independently of my perception, it shonld be remembeied that 
the orderly sense-symbolism here supposed to constitute externality in 
natnre is postulated by human minds in virtue of their faith in God, 
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manner the noise that I hear is not the effect of this or' that 
motion or collision of the ambient l)odies, but the sig7i 
thereof. Secondly, the reason why ideas are formed into 
machines, that is, artificial and regular combinations^ is the 
same with that for combining letters into words. That a 
few original ideas may be made to signify a great number of 
effects and actions, it is necessary they be variously combined 
together. And, to the end their use be permanent and uni- 
versal, these combinations must be made by rule, and with 
wise cotitrivanee. By this means abundance of information 
is conveyed unto us, concerning what we arc to expect fiom 
sucli and such actions, and what methods are proper to be 
taken for the exciting such and such ideas — which in effect 
is all that I conceive to be distinctly meant when it is said* 
that, by discerning the figure, texture, and mechanism of the 
t^jward paits of bodies, whether natural or atlificial, we may 
sattain to know the seveial uses and piopeitics depending 
thereon, or the natuie of tlie thing 

i 66. Hence, it is evident that those things which, under 
the notion of a cause co-operating or concurring to the 
production of effects, are altogether inexplicable, and run 
us into great absurdities, may be very naturally expfained, 
and have a proper and obvious use assigned to them, when 
they are considered only as maiks or signs for our informa- 
tion. And it is the searching after and endeavouring to 
undeistand this Language (if I may so call it) of the Author 
of Nature, that ought to be the employment of the natural 
philosopher*; and not the pretending to explain things by 

^ By Locke, for instance, in liis hypothesis of the natural dependence 
of the secondary on the primary qualities of matter. 

* This section expresses well the office of the orderly material world 
In occasioning mental activity, and educating us scientlBcally, which 
perhaps is partly the final cause of its existence and elaborate organ- 
ization. 

* Compare this with the ‘homo naturae minister et interpres’ of 
Bacon. 
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corporeal causes *, which doctrine seems to have too much 
estranged the minds of men from that Active Principle, 
that supreme and wise Spirit ‘in whom we live, move, and 
have our being 

67. In the twelfth place, it may perhaps be objected 
that — though it be clear fiom what has been said that there 
can be no such 4 hing as an inert, senseless, extended, solid, < 
figured, moveable substance existing without the mind, such 
as philosophers describe Matter, — yet, if any man shall 
leave out of his idea of matter the positive ideas of exten- 
sion, figure, solidity and motion, and say that he means 
only by that word an incit, senseless substance, that exists 
without the mind or unperceived, which is the occasion of 
our ideas, or at the presence whereof God is pleased to 
excite ideas in us — it doth not appear but that Matter taken 
in this sense may possibly exist. — In ansn'er to which I say, 
hist, that it seems no less absurd to suppose a substance 
without accidents,, than it is to si^rpose accidents without 
a substance. But secondly, though we should grant this 
unknown substance may possibly exist, yet where can it be 
supposed to be ? That it exists not in the mind is agreed ; 
and that it exists not in place is no less certain — since all 
place or extension exists only in the mind, as hath been 
already proved. It remains therefore that it exists nowhere 
at all. 

*^8. Let us examine a little the description that is here 
given us of Matter. It neither acts, nor perceives not is 
perceived ; for this is all that is meant by saying it is an 

* ‘ Corporeal causes ’ — which Berkeley thinks he has already disposed 
of, in his ‘ proof ’’that prodiicltve power cannot be found in the material 
world, and that spiiitnal agency is the only efficient in nature. 

* The search lot physical ‘causes’ and natural laws thus becomes 
search for the meaning of Ihc 'language' addressed to men in nature by 
the Univeisal Spirit. Docs the causality that belongs to the things of 
sense mean no more than is signified by this metaphor of the natural 
order being viitnally a Divine Language? 

S.D. 1341'’ o 
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inert, senseless, unknown substance; — which is a definition 
entirely made up of negatives excepting only the i dative 
notion of its standing under or suppoiting. But then it 
must be observed that it supports nothing at all, and how 
nearly this comes to the description of a nonentity I desire 
may be considered. But, say you, it is the unknown occa- 
sion, at the presence of which ideas are excited in us by the 
will of God. Now, I would fain know how anything can 
be present to us, which is neither perceivable by sense nor 
reflection, nor capable of producing any idea in our minds, 
nor is at all extended, nor hath any form, nor exists in any 
place. The woids ‘ to be present,’ when thus applied, must 
needs be taken in some abstract and strange meaning, and 
which I am not able to comprehend. 

Again, let us examine what is meant by occasion. So 
far as I can gather from the common use of language, that 
woid signifies either the agent which produces any effect, or 
else something that is observed to accompany or go before 
it in the ordinary course of things. But when it is applied 
to Matter as above described, it can be taken in neither 
of those senses ; foe Matter is said to be passive and inert, 
and so cannot be an agent or efficient cause. It Is also 
unperceivable, as being devoid of all sensible qualities, and 
so cannot be the occasion of our perceptions in the latter 
sense— as when the burning my finger is said to be the 
occasion of the pain that attends it. What theiefore can be 
meant by calling Matter an occasion ? This term is either 
used in no sense at all, or else in some very distant from 
its received signification. 

70. You will perhaps say that Matter, though it be not 
perceived by us, is nevertheless perceived by^ God, to whom 
It is the occasion of exciting ideas in our minds. For, say 
you, since we observe our sensations to be imprinted in an 

‘ This approaches Kant's ‘ tiling in itself {ding an sich), made up of 
negatives. 
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oicleily and constant manner, it is but icasonable to sup- 
pose that there are certain constant and regular occasions of 
their being produced. That is to say, that there aie certain 
permanent and distinct parcels of Matter, corresponding to 
our ideas, which, though they do not excite them in our 
minds, or anywise immediately affect us, as being altogether 
passive and unpercelvable to t/s, they are nevertheless to 
God, by whom they are perceived, as it were so many occa- 
sions to remind Him when and what ideas to imprint on 
oui minds — that so things may go on in a constant uniform 
manner. / 

71. In answer to this, I observe that, as the notion of 
Matter is here stated, the question is no longer concerning 
the existence of a thing distinct from Spirit and idea, fiom 
perceiving and being perceived ; but whether there are not 
certain Ideas, of I know not wliat sort, in the mind of God, 
which are so many marks or notes that diiect Hun how toj 
produce sensations in our minds in a constant and reguW 
metfiocf — much after the same manner as a musician is 
directed by the notes of music to produce that harmonious 
strain and composition of sound which is called a tune, 
though’ they who hear the music do not perceive the 
notes, and may be entirely ignorant of them. But, this 
notion of Matter (which after all is the only intelligible 
one that I can pick from what is said of ‘unknown occa- 
sions’) seems too extravagant to deserve a confutation. 
Besides, it is in effect no objection against what we have 
advanced, viz. that theie is no senseless unperceived sub- 
stance. 

72. If we follow the light of reason, we shall, from the 
constant uniform method of our sensations, collect the 
goodness and wisdom of the Spirit who excites them in our 
minds ; but this is all that I caw see reasonably concluded 
from thence. To me, I say, it is evident that the being of 
a Spirit infinitely wise, good, and powerful is abundantly 
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^sufficient to explain all the appearances of nature. But, as 
for inert^ senseless Mailer^ nothing that I perceive has any 
the least connexion with it, or leads to the thoughts of it. 
And I would fain sec any one explain any the meanest 
phenomenon in nature by it, or shew any manner of reason, 
though in the lowest rank of probability, that he can have 
for its existence, or even make any tolerable sense or mean- 
ing of that supposition. For, as to its being an occasion, 
we have, I think, evidently shewn that with regard to us it 
is no occasion. It remains therefore that it must be, if at 
all, the occasion to God of exciting ideas in us ; and what 
this amounts to we have just now seen. 

It is worth while to reflect a little on the motives 
which induced men to suppose the existence of material 
substatice‘y that so having observed the gradual ceasing and 
expiration of those motives or reasons, we may proportion- 
ably withdraw the assent that was grounded on them. Fiist, 
therefore, it was thought that colour, figure, motion, and the 
rest of the sensible qualities or accidents, did really exist 
without the mind * j and for this reason it seemed needful to 
suppose some unthinking substratum or substance wherein 
they did exist— since they could not be conceived fo exist 
by themselves Afterwards, in process of time, men being 
convinced that colours, sounds, and the rest of the sensible 
secondary qualities had no existence without the mind, they 
stripped this substratum or material substance of those 
qualities — leaving only the primary ones, figure, motion, 
and suchlike, which they still conceived to exist without 
the mind, and consequently to stand in need of a material 

' This is the uiieitncated supposition, which assumes that the material 
world could be exactly what we now expeiience, if no one was experienc- 
ing— disregai ding what is added by our sensations even in the case of the 
secondary qualities. 

' He hardly explains vihy'dse appearances presented in sense may not, 
per ft, he regarded ns Suistames ntani/ested. 
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support. But, it having been shewn that none even of 
these can possibly exist otherwise than in a spirit or mind 
which perceives them, it follows that we have no longer any 
reason ^o suppose the being of Matter ; nay, that it is utterly 
impossible that there should be any such thing — so long 
as that word is takjn to denote an unthinking substratum 
of qualities or accidents, wherein they exist without the 
mind 

Jr 74. But — though it be allowed by the Materialists them- 
selves that Matter was tho’ught of only foi the sake of 
supporting accidents, and, the reason entirely ceasing, one 
might expect the mind should naturally, and without any 
reluctance at all, quit the belief of what was solely grounded 
thereon — ^yet the prejudice is riveted so deeply in our 
thoughts, that we can scarce tell how to part with it, and 
ate therefore inclined, since the thing itself is indefensible, 
at least to retain the name, which we apply to I know not 
what abstracted and indefinite notions of being, or occasion, 
though without any show of reason, at least so far as I can 
sec. ({For, what is there on our part, or what do we per- 
ceive, amongst all the ideas, sensations, notions ' tvhicli are 
imprinted on our minds, either by sense or reflection from 
whence may be inferred the existence of an inert, thought- 
less, unperccived occasion ? and, on the other hand, on the 
part of an All-sufficient Spirit, what can there be that should 
make us believe or even suspect He is directed by an inert 
occasion to excite ideas in our minds ? 

75. It is a very extraordinary instance of the force of 
prejudice, and much to be lamented, that the mind of man 

* It has been argued, in opposition to this, that although the sensible* 
qnahlies themselves cannot exist per se as they aie found in our ex- 
perience, yet the steady order of the phenomena we perceive ira plies 
the existence of stmething independent of the perception. Berkeley dniis 
in God this independent ‘ somcUiing.' 

‘ ^ Here he uses ‘ idea, sensation, and notion ’ as synonymous, and 
speaks of inteinal ‘ ideas of rcjlcuian ’ even, as ' inipiinted,' 
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retains so great a fondness, against all the evidence of reason, 
for a stujiid thoughtkss Somewhat \ by the interposition 
whereof it would as it were screen itself from the Providence 
of God, and remove Him farther off from the affairS of the 
world. But, though we do the utmost we can to secure 
the belief of Matter ) though, when rq^son forsakes us, we 
endeavour to support our opinion on the l»re possibility of 
the thing j and though we indulge ourselves in the full scope 
of an imagination not regulated by reason to make out that 
poor possibility, lyet the upsKot of all is— that there are 
certain unknown Ideas in the mind of God ; for this, if any- 
thing, is all that I conceive to be meant by occasion with 
regard to God. And this at the bottom is no longer con-, 
tending for the thing, but for the name. 

76. Whether, there are such Ideas in the mind of God, 

and whether ik ^ may be called by the name Matter^ I shall 
not dispute. But, if you stick to the notion of an unthink- 
ing substance or support of extension, motion, and other 
sensible qualities, then to me it is most evidently impossible 
there should be any such thing ; since it is a plain repug- 
nant;y that those qualities should exist in or be supported 
by an unperceiving substance’. / , 

77. But, say you, though it be granted that there is no 
thoughtless support of extension and the other qualities or 
accidents which we perceive, yet there may perhaps be some 

^ Berkeley says years afterwords that he bos 'no objection to calling 
the Ideas in the mind of God archetypes of onrs,’ and that he objects 
only to those [nnlhinklng] archetypes supposed to exist per 
without any consciousness of them, (See my Lift of Berkeley ^ ch. v.) 
And in truth his account of what the reality of the material world 
means presupposes divine Ideas, realised in the coSmical order, and 
towards a fuller intelligence of which human science is approximating. 
The assertiou that matter is real would, when so understood, be on asser- 
tion that what we perceive in sense is part of an inlerpretable universe. 
It is actually interpreted to the extent that oirr screnUhe conceptions ate 
in harmony with the divine Ideas exemplified in the natural order : 
Cf. Siris, § 335. 
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ineit, unperceiving substance or substratum of some other 
qualities, as incomprehensible to us as colours aie to a man 
born blind, because we have not a sense adapted to them 
But, if we had a new sense, we should possibly no more 
doubt of their existence than a blind man made to see does 
of the existence of light and colours. — I answer, first, if what 
you mean by tl^ word Matter be only the unknenvn support 
of unknown qualities, it is no matter whether there is such 
a thing 01 no, since it no way concerns us ; and I do not 
see the advantage there is in disputing about we know not 
what, and we know not why. 

78. But, secondly, if we had a new sense it could only 
furnish us with new ideas or sensations ; and then we should 
have the same reason against tloeir existing in an unper- 
ceiving substance that has been already ofleied with relation 
to figure, motion, colour, and the like. Qualities, as hath 
been shewn, are nothing else but sensations or ideas, which 
exist only in a mind perceiving them ; and this is tiue not 
only of the ideas we are acquainted with at present, but 
likewise of all possible ideas whatsoever. 

79. But, you will insist, what if I have no reason to be- 
lieve the existence of Matter ? what if I cannot assign any 
use to it, or explain anything by it, or even conceive what is 
meant by that rvord ? yet still it is no contradiction to say 
that blatter exists, and that this Matter is in general a sub- 
stance, or occasion of ideas ; though indeed to go about to 
unfold the meaning or adhere to any particular explication 
of those words may be attended with great difficulties. — I 
answer, when, words are used without a meaning, you may 
put them together as you please without danger of running 
into a contradiction. You may say, for example, that twice 

• two is equal to seven, so long as you declare you do not take 
the words of that proposition in their usual acceptation, but 
for marks of you know not what And, by lire same leason, 
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you may say there is an inert thoughtless suistance without 
accidents which is the occasion of our ideas. And we shall 
understand just as much by one proposition as the other. 

8o, In the last place, you will say, what if we give up the 
cause of material Substance, and stand to it that Matter is 
an unknown Sometvhat — neither substanqg nor accident, 
spirit nor idea, inert, thoughtless, indivisible, immoveable, 
unextended, existing in no place? For, say you, whatever 
may he urged against substance or occasion, or any other 
positive or relative notion of Matter, hath no place at all, 
so long as this negative definition of Matter is adhered to. 
— I answer, you may, if so it shall seem good, use the word 
matter in the same sense as other men use nothing, and 
so make those terms convertible in your style. For, after 
all, this is what appears to me to be the result of that defini- 
tion — the parts whereof when I consider with attention, 
either collectively or separate from each other, I do not find 
that there is any kind of effect or impression made on my 
mind different from what is excited by the term nothing. 

8f. You will reply, perhaps, that in the aforesaid definition 
is included what doth sufficiently distinguish it from nothing 
— the positive abstract idea of quiddity, entity, or existence. 
I own, indeed, that those who pretend to the faculty of 
framing abstract general ideas do talk as if they had such an 
idea, which is, say they, the most abstract and general notion 
of all; that is, to me, the most incomprehensible of all 
others. That there are a great variety of spirits of different 
orders and capacities, whose faculties both in number and 
extent are far exceeding those the Author of^my being has 
bestowed on me, I see no reason to deny. And for me to 
pretend to determine, by my own few, stinted, narrow inlets 
of perception, what ideas the inexhaustible power of the 
Supreme Spirit may imprint upon them were certainly the 
utmost folly and presumption — since there may be, for aught 
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that I know, innumeiahle sorts of ideas or sensations, as 
different from one another, and from all that I have per- 
ceived, as colours are from sounds. But, how ready soever 
1 may*be to acknowledge the scantiness of my comprehen- 
sion with regard to the endless variety of spirits and ideas 
that may possibly exist, yet for any one to pretend to a 
notion of Entiiy or Existence, abstracted from spirit and 
idea, from perceived and being perceived, is, I suspect, a 
downright repugnancy and ti ifling with words. 
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CONSEQUENCES OF 'THE 
PRINCIPLES 

83. Having done with the Objections^, which I endea- 
voured to propose in the clearest light, and gave them all the 
force and weight I could, we proceed in the next place to 
take a view of our tenets in their Consequences 


> In the foregoing sections, we have nigiimcnts for and against 
Berkeley’s new conception of Matter anci the physical Cosmos. Instead 
of the unredecting assninption, that things around ns would be as we 
now perceive, although no one was perceiving them — be argues that 
they can be realised only in and through phenomena that are dependent 
for their icahsailon on being perceived— without any independent 
substance or power in the phenomena themselves. The meaninglessness 
of Matter, on any other view than this, might be called his logical argu- 
ment for the necessniy dependence of the material world upon Spint. 
The need for resolving all the qualities of matter, into passive (altbongh 
signihcant and therefore scientifically interpretable) phenomena, is his 
psychological argument. There is, in the third place, the practical argu- 
ment, that existence for ever nnrealised in a living experience, would 
after all make no difference to us in the conduct of our lives. 

The chief objections to these Principles are the difficulty of recon- 
ciling this dependence of external things upon perception (a) with their 
continuotts Identity ; (^) with the mathematical necessities and physical 
laws to which they must conform; (r) with our belief that other 
persons exist; {d) with the implied unsubstantinlily tSid Impotence of 
persons as well as of material things, if this new conception of matter is 
coiibistently earned out. Berkeley’s Commonplace Book shows that this 
last difficulty at finit iniluenced him enough to make his position then 
like Hume’s total agnosticism. 

* The remainder of this book of Pbllosophical L’tmcipks coulains 
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86. From the Principles we have laid down it follows 
Human Knowledge may naturally be reduced to two heads 
— that of iDEa^ and that of spirits^ Of each of these I 
shall*treat in order. 


And first as to, ideas or unthinking things. Our know-;, 
ledge of these'^as been very much obscured and confounded, 
and we have been led into very dangerous errors, by sup- 
posing a two-fold existence of the objects of sense— the one 
intelligible or in the mind ; the other real and without the 
mind, whereby unthinking thing.s are thought to have a 
natural subsistence of their own, distinct from being per- 
ceived by spirits. This, which, if I mistake not, hath been 
shewn to be a most gioundlcss and absurd notion, is the 
very root of Scepticism ; for, so long as men thought that 
real things subsisted without the mind, and that their know- 
ledge was only so far forth real as it wtis conformable to real 
things, it follows they could not be certain that they had any 
real knowledge at all. For, how can it be ktmvn that the 
things which are perceived are conformable to those which 
are pot perceived, or exist without the mind ’ ? 

Berkeley’s useful application of his new conception of the leulity aoB 
function of the material world. — ^Aiid fust he shows its efficacy as 
against scepticism (§§ 86-96), and in freeing the mind fiom empty 
abstiactions (SJ 97-100). 

1 ‘Ideas and spirits.’ In other words human knowledge is concerned 
with natural phenomena and with self-consciotts pei'sons. Berkeley's 
use of the word tdea to signify the phenomena piesented in nature to 
our senses; and his conclusion that the materiai worid consists only 
of phenomena or sense appearances which co-exist and succeed one 
another in a uniform order, has led to his being caiied an idealist, 
which in this use of words means apltenomenalisl. In his later writings, 
especially in Siris, his eaily ' idealism ’ becomes Platonic Idealism. 

‘ This question expresses wliat has been rcg.m 1 ed as the insuperable 
objection to a wholly lepresentative perception of the material world. 
How can we be assured of the harmony of the supposed lepicscntalion 
with the real thing — if the real ikiug is always unpet ceived } We have 
110 opportunity in that case to compare the two. 
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>/■ 8^. Colour, figure, motion, extension, and the like, con- 
sidered only as so many sensations in the mind, are perfectly 
known, there being nothing in them which is not perceived. 
But, if they are looked on as notes or images, referfed to 
things or archetypes existing without the mind, then are we 
involved all in scepticism. We see onlp^ the appearances, 
and not the real qualities of things '. What ^nay be the ex- 
tension, figure, or motion of anything really and absolutely, 
or in itself, it is impossible foi us to know, but only the 
proportion or relation they bear to our senses. Things 
remaining the same, our ideas vary, and which of them, or 
even whether any of them at all, represent the true quality 
really existing in the thing, it is out of our reach to determine. 
So that, for aught we know, all we see, hear, and feel may 
he only phantom and vain chimeia, and not at all agree 
with the real things existing tn rerum naiura. All this 
sceptical cant follows from our supposing a diiTcrerice 
between things and ideas, and that the former had a sub- 
Lsistence without the mind or unperceived. It were easy to 
dilate on this subject, and shew how the arguments urged 
by settles in all ages depend on the supposition of externa,! 
(objects *. 

88. So long as we attribute a real existence to unthinking 
things, distinct from their being perceived, it is not only 
impossible for us to know with evidence the nature of any 
ijeal unthinking being, but even that it exists. Hence it is 
mat we see philosopheis distrust their senses, and doubt of 
the existence of heaven and earth, of everything they sec or 
feel, even of their own bodies. And, after all their labour- 
ing and struggle of thought, they are forced to oyn we cannot 


‘ Aocoiding to herkcley the perceived appearances or natiual phe- 
nomena, aie the real things — ^named by him 'ideas’ for the reason 
already given. 

’ The snpposition, that is to sny, that the real things are unpetceived 
—because external to or behittd the ideas which only represent them. 
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attain to any self-evident or demonstrative knowledge of the 
existence of sensible things’. But all this doubtfulness, 
which so bewilders and confounds the mind, and makes 
philosophy ridiculous in the eyes of the world, vanishes if 
we annex a meaning to our woids, and not amuse ourselves 
with the terms ‘ absolute,’ ‘ external,’ ‘ exist,’ &c. — signifying 
we know not ^vlia* For my part, I can as well doubt of 
my own being as of the being of those things which lachially 
perceive hy seme^i it being a manifest contradiction that 
any sensible object should be immediately pereeived by 
sight or touch, and at the same time have no existence in 
nature, since the very existence of an unthinking being 
consists in being perceived^. 

’ Attempts have been made to prove that matter exists, all which, 
according to Berkeley’s conception of wlmt matter means, aie tin- 
necessary. Its living perception is its reality. 

® As long, at least, as I, or some one else, is in the not ol perceiving 
them. See Locke’s Essay, b. IV. ch. II. $ 9. 

^ The difficulty is to suppose that we can have a knowledge of things > 
that are permanent, if our knowledge of them is melted down into 
phenomena that are transitory. The difficulty raises a chief question 
in intellectual philosophy — to vindicate reality as given in expanence. 
Berkeley argues that the favourite hypothesis of philosophers —that the • 
real things are not themselves perceived, but have to be inferred — needi 
lessly increases the difficulty. Let us, he says, recognise tlie 'real thing 
ta, ah eady presented in perception; not as something dependent on a 
‘conformity,’ impossible to ascertain, between the real thing and the 
representation in the mind of which alone, on this hypothesis, we are 
supposed to be percipient — and the difficulty is relieved, .But is 
Berkeley’s conception of things, as necessarily sense-dependent, consis- 
tent with their objective reality, as media of communication between 
peisons? 

On the connexion between scepticism and representative perception, 
see Hume’s Inquiry eoneeming Human Understanding, sect, xii. pi. i, 
which might BS a text for discussiug the ' immediate perception ’ of 
Keid and Hamilton, and for comparing it with the ‘ perception ’ and 
‘ suggestion ’ of Berkeley. See also Hamilton’s Discussions, ‘Philosophy 
of i’eiceptlon.’ — Foi an account of various modifications of a repre- 
sentative perception which have been held by philosophers, see Reid's ' 
.Second Rssay on the Intellectual Powers, and Hamilton’s appended 
Dissertations B and C in his edition of Reid. These Scotch psyeWogists 
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>^89. Nothing seems of more importance towards erecting 
a firm system of sound and real knowledge, which may be 
•proof against the assaults of Scepticism, than to lay the 
beginning in a distinct explication of wfm-t is niemt by 
THING, REALITY, EXISTENCE; for in vain shall we dispute 
concerning the real existence of things, or pretend to any 
knowledge thereof, so long as we have riot fi^ed the mean- 
ing of those words'. Thing or being is the most general 
name of all: it comprehends under it two kinds entirely 
distinct and heterogeneous, and which have nothing common 
but the name, viz. spirits’ and ideas. The former are 
active, indivisible substances ; the latter are inert, fleeting, 
or dependent beings ; which subsist not by themselvc":, but 
are supported by, or exist in, minds or spiritual substances. 

’ We compiehend our own existence by inward feeling or 
reflection, and that of other spirits by reason *. — We may be 
said to have some knowledge or mtimi of our own minds, 
of spirits and active beings — whereof in a strict sense we 
, have not ideas. In like manner, we know and have a notion 

taught that an immediate revelation of Hatter in certain of its (qualities, 
IS an 'ultimate fact, — the rejection of which logically involves, total 
scepticism, because it involves distrust in the foundation of all belief; 
but they did not, like Berkeley, try to explain what is meant by the 
reality of Matter. 

I This throws light on Berkeley's purpose, which was not to prove 
the leality of the material world, bat — by showing what we are entitled 
to mean when we say that an external thing ‘ exists’ — to make proof 
superfluous. He takes for granted that this reality may be analysed, and 
that analysis resolves it into eigmfimnl because ottered sense-phenomena, 
which are virlnally a Language. 

’ Spirits are not properly things. 

’ The remainder of this section was added in the Second Edition of 
the principles, when he recognised the importance of-tbe distinction 
which he then began to express by the contrasted terms idea and notion 
— a distinction which, in one form of expression or another, goes deep 
into bis and every philosophy, llis reason for recognising independent 
substance in Spirit, while he rejects it in Matter, is that * we are conscious 
of personality and its permanence, but not so in the things around us.’ 

* i. e. by inference. 
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of relations between things or ideas — which relations are 
distinct from the ideas or things related, inasmuch as the 
latter may be perceived by us without our perceiving the 
former,'. To me it seems that ideas, spirits, and relations 
aie all, in their respective kinds, the object of human know- 
ledge and subject of discourse, and that the term idea would 
be improperly ^xteflded to signify eoerything we know or 
have any notion op. 

90. Ideas imprinted on the senses are real things, or do 

really exist : this we do not deny ; but we deny they can 
subsist without the minds which perceive them ; or that they 
are resemblances of any archetypes “ existing without the 
mind j — since the very being of a sensation or idea consists ' 
in being perceived, and an idea can be like nothing but an 
idea. Again, the things peiceived by sense may be termed 
external, with regard to their origin, in that they are not 
generated from within by the mind itself*, but imprinted by 
a Spirit ' distinct from that which perceives them, — Sensible 
objects may likewise be said to be ‘ without the mind ’ in 
another sense, namely when they exist in® some other mind ; 
thus, when I shut ray eyes, the things I saw may still exist, 
but itmiusl be in another mind. - ^ 

91. It were a mistake to think that what is here said 
derogates in the least from the reality of things. It is 
acknowledged, on the received principles, that extension, 
motion, and in a word all sensible qualities, have need of a 
support, as not being able to subsist by themselves. But 

' This seems lo say that we may know an absolutely isolated phe- 
nomenon. 

’ Note again how Beikeley calls the term notion into use in this 
.special meaning. -» 

’ lie means unperceived and nnperceiving archetypes — not Platonic 
Ideas. 

® Here Berkeley’s view diffeis from Fichte’s, so fai as the- latter 
seems to find in the individual Kgo the origin of the material world, and 
thns lands in Panegoism. ‘’God, 

• ‘exist in,’ l.e. are perceived by, some other mind. 



96 SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY 

the objects perceived by sense arc allowed to be nothing 
but combinations of those qualities, and consequently cannot 
subsist by themselves. Thus far it is agreed on all hands. 
So that in denying the things perceived by sense an exist- 
ence independent of a substance or support wherein they 
may exist, we detract nothing from the received opinion of 
theii reality, and are guilty of no innovaltionin that respect. 
All the difference is that, according to us, the unthinking 
beings perceived by sense have no existence distinct from 
being perceived, and cannot therefore exist in any other 
substance than those unextended indivisible substances or 
Spirits which act and think and perceive them; whereas 
philosophers vulgarly hold the sensible qualities do exist in 
an inert, extended, unperceiving substance which tHcy call 
Matter — to which they attribute a natural subsistence, ex- 
terior to all thinking beings, or distinct from being perceived 
by any mind whatsoever, even the Eternal Mind of the 
Creator, wherein they suppose only Ideas of the corporeal 
substances created by Him : if indeed they allow them to 
be at all created. 

• . 

97. Beside the external existence of the objects of per- 
ception, another great source of errors and difficulties with 
regard to /rfra/ knowledge is the doctrine of ‘abstract ideas,’ 
such as it hath been set forth in the Introduction. The 
plainest things in the world, those we are most intimately 
acquainted with and perfectly know, ivtien they are con- 
sidered in an abstract way, appear strangely difficult and 
incomprehensible. Time, Place, and Motion, taken in 
particular or concrete, are what everybody knows; but, 
having passed through the hands of a metaphysician, they 
become too abstract and fine to be apprehended by men of 
ordinary sense. Bid your servant meet you at such a time 
in such a place, and he shall never stay to deliberate on the 
meaning of those words ; in conceiving that particular' time 
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and place, or the motion by which he is to get thither, he 
finds not the least difficulty. But if Time be taken exclu- 
sive of all those particular actions and ideas that diversify 
the dajl, merely for the continuation of existence, or Duration 
in abstract, then it will perhaps gravel even a philosopher to 
comprehend it ^ 

98. For my «iwn part, whenever I attempt to frame a 
simple idea of Time, abstracted from the succession of 
ideas in my mind, which flows uniformly and is participated 
by all beings, I am lost and embrangled® in inextricable 
difficulties I have no notion of it at all : only I hear 
others say it is infinitely divisible, and speak of it in such a 
manner as leads me to harbour odd thoughts of my exist- 
ence j — since that doctrine lays one under an absolute 
necessity of thinking, either that he passes away innumer- 
able ages without a thought, or else that he is annihilated 
eveiy moment of his life, both which seem equally absurd. 
Time therefore being nothing, abstracted from the succes- 
sion of ideas in our minds, it follows that the duration 
of any finite spirit must be estimated by the number of 
ideas or actions succeeding each other in that spine spirit 
or mind.)^ Hence, it is a plain consequence that the soul 
always thinhs] and in truth whoever shall go about to 

’ * Si non rogas intelligo.’ 

> ‘ Embrangled,’ to ‘ brangle,’ i.e. to twist or involve in perplexity. 

^ Locke's account of lime {Essay, b. II. ch. 14. §§ 3, 5, 17) may be 
compared with this. Though change in the phenomena of which we 
are percipient, as a matter of fact, develops in us the idea of time, the 
ultimate mjstery of that idea remains. In Berkeley’s Commonplace 
Booh we find such expressions as these, regarding Time, Duration, and 
Eternity : — ' Time — train of ideas succeeding one another. Succession 
explained by before, between, after, and numbering. Duration infinitely 
divisible ; time not so. The same rd vvv now common to all intelli- 
gences. Time thought infinitely divisible on account of its measure. 
Time a sensation ; therefore only in the mind. Eteinity is only a train 
of innumerable ideas. Hence the immortality of the soul easily con- 
ceived, or rather the immortality of the person, that of the soul not 
being necessaiy for aught we can see.’ 

s.B. 1341*’ 11 
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divide in his thoughts, or abstract, the existence of a spirit 
from its cogitation, will, I believe, find it no easy task \ 

loi. The two great piovinces of speculative ^science 
conversant about ideas received from Sense, are Natural 
rhilosophy and Mathematics ; with regard to each of these 
I shall make some obseivations®. 

And first I shall say somewhat of Naliual Philosophy. 
On this subject it is that the sceptics triumph. All that 
stock of arguments they produce to depreciate our faculties 
and make mankind appear ignoiant and low, are drawn 
principally from this head, namely, that we are under an 
invincible blindness as to the true and real nature of things. 
This they exaggerate, and love to enlarge on. We are 
] misenably banteied, say they, by our senses, and amused 
I only with the outside and show of things. (The real essence 
1 — the internal qualities and constitution — of every the 
1 meanest object, is hid from our view ; something there is in 
every drop of water, eveiy grain of sand, which it is beyond 
*the, power of human understanding to fathom or compre- 
jhend. ^But, it is evident from what has been shewn that all 
* this complaint is groundless, and that we are influenced by 
false principles to that degree as to mistrust our senses, and 
think we know nothing of those things which we perfectly 
comprehend 

* Berketey says in one of his letters : * A succession of ideas I take 
to constitute time, and not to be only the sensible measure thereof, as 
Mr. Locke and others think. One of my earliest inquiries was about 
time, which led me into several paradoxes that 1 did not think fit or 
necessary to publish.’ (See my Ltfe of Berkeley, ch. v.) 

With Berkeley ‘ the soul always thinks,’ else it would lose its identity, 
or unconsciqiis.^u is ns imp ossible as nnp.ereciYed matter. Hence since 
he esse of things is ^rtifi, the esse of the Ego would be percipere. 

* In Kant’s ‘ ICritik * (‘ Aesthetic’ and ‘Analytic’) we have his ex- 
planation and defence of mathematical and physical science, as against 
the sceptical dissolution of it into phenomena accidentally associated, 

' 1‘ur, under Beikeley’s conception of the material world, there is 
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102. One great inducement to our pronouncing ourselves 
ignorant of the nature of things is the current opinion that 
everything includes wUhin itself the cause of its properties ; 
or that there is in each object an inward essence which is the 
souice whence its discernible qualities flow, and whereon 
they depend'. Sgnie have pretended to account for ap- 
pearances by tfccult qualities : but of late they are mostly 
resolved into mechanical causes, to wit, the figure, motion, 
weight, and suchlike qualities of insensible particles; — ■ 
wheicas, in truth, there is no other agent or efficient cause 
Ihan'r//;-//, it being evident that motion, as well as all other 
ideas, is perfectly inert.' See sect. 25 Hence, to endeavour 
to explain the production of colours or sounds, by figure, mo- 
tion, magnitude and the like, must needs be labour in vain. 
And accordingly we see the attempts of that kind are not at 
all satisfactory. Which may be said in general of those in- 
stances wherein one idea or quality * is assigned for the cause 
of anothei. I need not say how many hypotheses and 
speculations are left out, and how much the study of nature 
is abridged by this doctiine*. 


nothing to be compiehenUed in the inaterinl world except the phenomens 
or appearances of which it consists, and their relations of coejdslence 
and succession, in viitue of which they constitute a system of sensible 
signs — a natural and divine language. 

‘ This is the Aristotelian and Scholastic teaching, according to which 
the essential nature or formal cause of anything {oiala, t6 t1 fir 
tivai) explains its secondary qualities (itoii), and is unfolded in its 
definition. Tlie /arm or essence of a thing thus consists of what is 
essential to its existence as that identical thing, and is present in all 
Its developments. 

“ The primary^ualities, in respect of their difftrences of shape, size, 
motion, &c., weie regarded by Locke and Descartes as the explanation 
of the differences m the secondary qualities of things. 

° On the total poweclessness of matter. 

* Fhenomeiion, 1 . e. sense-idea or axipenrance. 

• Berkeley’s conception of the material world is ultimately Spiiltu.!! in 
that it eliminates power from the things we see and touch, but retains 
it m Mind or Spirit, He sees in the ordei and Interpretability of all 
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133. By what we have hitherto said, it is plain that very 
' Numerous and important errors have taken their rise from 
^ those false Principles which were impugned in the foregoing 
parts of this treatise j and the opposites of those errdheous 
tenets at the same time appear to be most fruitful Principles, 
from whence do flow innumerable consequences highly ad- 
vantageous to true philosophy, as well as to religion. Particu- 
larly MATTER, or the ahsoluU existence of corporeal objects ', 
hath been shewn to be that wherein the most avowed and 
pernicious enemies of all knowledge, whether human or 
divine, have ever placed their chief strength and confidence. 
And surely if by distinguishing the real existence of un- 
thinking things from their being perceived, and allowing them 
a subsistence of their own out of the minds of spirits, no one 
thing is explained in nature, but on the contrary a great 
many inexplicable difficulties arise j if the supposition of 
Matter is barely precarious, as not being grounded on so 
much as one single reason ; if its consequences cannot endure 
the light of examination and free inquiry, but screen them- 
selves under the dark and general pretence of Infinites being 
incomprehensible ; if withal the removal of this Matter be 
not attended ivith the least evil consequence ; if it be not 
even missed in the world, but everything as well, nay much 
easier, conceived without it; if, lastly, both Sceptics and 
Atheists are for ever silenced upon supposing only spirits 
and 1DE.AS and this scheme of things is perfectly 'agreeable 

phenomena presented to the senses, the constant operation of the Universal 
or Divine Powei. 

I The denial of the existence of matter, as a substance and power 
independent of all conscious or percipient spirit, is not denial of the 
popular dogma that what is perceived in the senses is real. It only 
professes to be a deeper analysis of what the popular dogma means, 
making It reasonable. 

° They are ‘for ever silenced’ if it may be concluded that Moral 
Keason is supreme in the universe, and Natural Order subordinate. But 
is that necessarily involved in the supposition that only spirits, and 
phenomena depmient on a pereipimt exist 7 Consider whether this 
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both to Reason and Religion — methinks we may expect it 
should be admitted and firmly embraced, though it were 
proposed only as an hypothesis, and the existence of Matter 
had been allowed possible, which yet I think we have 
evidently demonstiated that it is not. 


f • 

135. Having despatched what we intended to say con- 
cerning'' the knowledge of InEAs the method we proposed 
leads us in the next place to treat of SriruTS— with regard 
to which, perhaps, human knowledge is not so deficient as 
is vulgarly imagined®. { The great reason that is assigned 
for our being thought ignorant of the nature of S[)irits is — 
our not having an idea of it. But, surely it ought not to 
be looked on as a defect in a human understanding that it 
does not perceive the idea of spirit if it is manifestly im- 
possible there should be any such idea. And this if I 
mistake not has been demonstrated in section 27; to which 
I shall here add — that a spirit has been shewn to be the 
only substance or support wherein unthinking beings or 
ideas can exist j but that this substance which supports or 
perceives ideas should itself be an idea, or like an idea, is 
evidently absurd. 

A ^ 136. It will perhaps be said that we want a sense (as some 


/have imagined) proper to know substances withal ; which, if 
we had, we might know our own soul as wc do a triangle. 
To this I answer, that, in case we had a new .sense bestowed 


Principle is justified hy reason, and whether it is the only one that 
eiTectually silences rejection of ethical supremacy or theistic optimism in 
the Universe. . 

1 ' Ideas ’xnal^iral phenomena presented to the senses. 

® In the^ preceding sections Berkeley has mentioned improvements m 
the physical sciences which should follow acceptance of his conception 
of Matter. He proceeds, in §f 135-56, to trace its consequences, 
in its application to studies which are concerned with the origin and 
destiny of men, and the being and attributes of God. 

“ ‘Idea of spiiit,’ i.e. a picture of spirit in the sensuous imagination, 
or its appeaiancc hi sense os a natural phenomenon. 
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upon us, we could only receive thereby some new sensations 
or ideas of sense. But I believe nobody will say that what 
he means by the terms soul and suhiance is only some par- 
ticular sort of idea or sensation’. We may therefore infer 
that, all things duly considered, it is not more reasonable to 
think our faculties defective, in that they do not furnish us 
with an idea of spirit oi active thinking sukstance, than it 
would be if we should blame them for not being able to 
compichend a round square^' 

137. 1 From the opinion that spirits are to be known after 
the manner of an idea or sensation ® have risen many absurd 
and heterodox tenets, and much scepticism about the nature 
of the soul. It is even probable that this opinion may 
have produced a doubt in some whether they had any soul 
at all distinct from their body ; since upon inquiry they 
could not find they had an idea of it. That an idea, which 
is inactive, and the existence whereof consists in being per- 
ceived, should be the image or likeness of an agent subsist- 
ing by itself, seems to need no other refutation than barely 
attending to what is meant by those words. But perhaps ’ 
you will say that though an idea cannot resemble a spirit in 
its thinking, acting, or subsisting by itself, yet it may in 
some other respects j and it is not necessary that an idea or 
image be in all respects like the original. ') 

138.^ I answer, if it does not in those mentioned, it is 
impossible it should represent it in any other thing. (Do 
but leave out the power of willing, thinking, and percemng 
ideas, and there remains nothing else wherein the idea can 
be like a spirit. For, by the word sfirit w’e mean only that^ 
\vhich thinks, wills, and perceives’, thisj,md this alone,] 
constitutes the signification of that term, j If therefore it 

' Ideas, eeusatioiis, and phenomena are synonyms with Berkeley, as 
the student cannot be too often reminded. 

> That is to aay , ‘ the opinion ’ that we can have a sewueus fenepion 
of a spirit, as we hare of a sensible thmg. 
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is impossible that any degiee of those powers should be 
represented in an idea, it is evident there can be no idea of 
a spirit J 

i39(U3ut it will be objected that, if there is no idea 
signified by the terras ‘soul,’ ‘spirit,’ and ‘substance,’ they 
are wholly insignificant, or have no meaning in them *. 
I answer, thosg wcftds do mean or signify a real thing— ^ 
which is neither an idea nor like an idea, but that which 
perceives ideas, and wills, and reasons about them. What 
I am myself— that which I denote by the term /—is the 
same with what la meant by soul or spiritual substanc^ 
But if I should say that I was nothing, or that I was an 
idea, nothing could be more evidently absurd than either of 
these propositions. { If it be said that this is only quarrel- 
ling at a word, and that, since the immediate significations 
of other names are by common consent called ideas, no 
reason can be assigned why that which is signified by the 
name spirit or soul may not partake in the same appella- 
J ansn’ST—A}} the vnthiaheg objects of the miiid 
agree in that they are entirely passive, and their existence 
consists only in being perceived ; whereas a soul or «pirit 
is an' active being, whose existence consists, not in being 
perceived, but in perceiving ideas and thinking ' It is 
therefore necessary — in order to prevent equivocation and 
confounding natures perfectly disagreeing and unlike, that 
we distinguish between spirit and idea. See sect. 27. 

I ‘fialiunnl psychology,’ says Kant, 'has its oiigin in a mere mis- 
uiiclcrstanding. The unity of self-consciousness is confused with an 
intuition of the subject as an object ; the object thus supposed to be 
thus intuited, is, moicovcr, substantiated. CBut this "subject "is really 
nothing more th.tn a unity in thought, in wAicA no abjeft u given, and 
to which thciefoce the categoiy of substance, which presupposes 'an 
object, cannot be applied. Therefore the subject cannot be known as 
a substance.’ This of Kant seems to overlook the fact that the indi- 
vidual is present to himself in his own activities. 

’ If the existence of the 'depends on acitud perception, a person 
cannot become unconscious withont ceasing to exist. 
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N‘’i4o. In a large sense indeed, we may be said to have an 
dea [or rather a notion ’] of spirit', that is, we understand 
he meaning of the word, otheiwise we could not affirm or 
deny anything of it *. Moreover, as we conceive tha ideas 
that are in the minds of other spirits by means of our own, 
which we suppose to be resemblances of them ; so we know 
other spirits by means of our mvn w«/-^whiph in that sense 
is the image or idea of them-, it having a like respect to 
other spirits that blueness or heat by me perceived has to 
those ideas perceived by another 


* Added in Second Edition of the Principles, The teim ‘notion’ 
intiMnced to signify what is iinim^inable. 

*\By 'tiphiinal snbstance' Berkeley intends whatever is meant by 
the personal pronoun. This cannot, he urges, be an idea, or datum 
of sense. The iiiower cannot be thus known ; yet, as I am presupposed 
in all my knowledge, I cannot be ignorant of tuyself. Hume afterwards 
applied Beikeley'a own reasoning against otemrt vwrtar to this ‘notion’ 
■of Ego, and argued that the knowing spirit, ns well as the things of 
sense, is resolvable into passing conscious stales, whose union in 
imagination gives rise to the illusion of peisonal identity. {Treatise of 
Humatt Nature, b, I. pari iv. sect. 6.) — Berkeley’s answer to this is given 
by anticipation in the Vtalogue between Hylas asid Philonous, whcie 
Phihtmts meets the objection, that ‘there is no more meamng in 
spiritual substance than in material substance, so the one is to be 
exploded as well as the otbci.’ 

' That is to say, we become aware of the existence of other conscious 
beings, not by entering into their consciousness, but by inference, 
based partly on our own consciousness, and paitly on the sights of similar 
conscious life in them, implied in our peiceptions of their corporeal 
actions. We can conceive conscious life numerically di^^ent from our 
own, while unperceived matter ieammaglo’thlenegntio^ 

Berkeley's account of the relation of human spirits to the Supreme 
Spirit, and to the Systerii of Nature, is obscure. The question how far 
the human spirit is part of the Cosmos, its physical birth being an 
event or evolution, he does not touch; — nor yet oiir i elation to the 
Universal Consciousness, of which, Pantheists say, we are individual 
phases— God being the universal fomt of which each of us is a finite 
and illusory manifestation, — Is not the root of individual personality 
found in the self-originated power by which a man is able to do evil, 
and to lose his power to act rightly, through self-caused paralysis 
Of wm? 
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141. The N atural I mmortality of the Soul is a necessary 
consequenc e of the i_foregQiDg..dpctrjne^ But before we 
'attempt to prove this, it is fit that we explain the meaning 
of that tenet. {" It must not be supposed that they who 
assert the natural immortality- of the soul are of opinion 
'.that it is absolutely incapable of annihilation even by the 
(infinite power ^f tffe Creator who first gave it being, but 
; only that it is not liable to be broken or dissolved by the 
i ordinary laws of nature or motion. They indeed who hold 
‘the soul of man to be only a thin vital flame, or system of 
animal spirits, make it perushing and corruptible as the body ; 
since there is nothing more easily dis.sipatcd than such a 
being, which it is naturally impossible should survive the 
ruin of the tabernacle wherein it is enclosed.) And this 
notion has been greedily embraced and cherished by the 
worst pait of mankind, as the most effectual antidote 
against ail impressions of virtue and religion. But it has 
been made evident that Mies, of rvhat frame and te.xture 
soever, are barely passive ideas in the mind — which is more 
distant and heterogeneous fioin them than light is from 
daikness. fWe have shewn that the soul is indivisible 
incoipoieal, une.xtenJod, _and it is consequent ly in corrupiL 
j^le^ Nothing can be plainer than that the motions, - 
changes, decays, and dissolutions which we hourly see 
befall natural bodies (and which is what we mean by the 
course of nature) cannot possibly affect an active, simple, 
uncompounded substance : such a being therefore is indis- 
soluble by the force of nature j that is to say — the soul of 
man is nahtrally immortal 

1 This IS Berliijley's application nf liis conception of M.alter to tlie 
question of the continued existence nf sclt-cunscious life in persons 
after the dissolution of the bodily oigaiiism in Death. Brom the 
necessary dependence of body on sjiirtl, and the possible independence 
of the conscious spirit in man of its coipoieal organism (which he 
assumes that he has alicady proved), he argues for the 7tatuial 
immortnUty of the human spirib If this be so, there is no absurdity 
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142. After what has been said, it is, I suppose, plain 
that our souls are not to be known in the same manner as 

in supposing our continued peisonal consciousness after death — 
as unbodied spit its, —tke dissolution of the body having no Natural 
connexion with cxtinclion of personal consciousness; though, by a 
ntirade, God might at death cause our self-conscious lives to cease. 
'I sec no tllfficiilty.’he sajs in oneof hU letters, ^‘in conceiving a change 
of state, such as is vulgarly called Death, ns wel)^ without as with 
matciial subslance. It is suiTicicnt foi that pnipose that wc allow 
sensible boilies, 1 e. such as arc ]jerceivecl by sight and touch ; the exist- 
ence of which I am so far from questioning (as philosophers are used to 
do) that I establish it, I think, upon evident principles. Now, it seems 
VGiy easy to conceive the soul to exist in a separate state (i e. divested 
from those limits and laws of motion and perception with which she is 
cmhnrrasscd liere), and to exeici'-c herself on new ideas — without the 
intervention of those tangible things wc call our bodies. It is even very 
possible to conceive how the soul may have ideas of colour without 
an eye, or of sounds without an ear.’ {Ei/e of Berkeley, ch. v.) 
Note how in this he distinguishes ‘sensible bodies,’ dependent for their 
existence on being perceived, from ‘material substance,’ supposed to 
exist independently of any percipient and sensation. 

It was common among philusopbers nnd theologians of the seven- 
teenth centuiy nnd aflerwaids to defend faith in a life after death by the 
' metaphysical assumption of the indivisibility of mind, its independence 
of matter, nnd its merely contingent connexion u ilh the body. Tims 
Bishop Butler takes fur giauted that ‘ all presumption of death’s being 
the destruction of living beings must go upon the supposition tbgt they 
are compounded nnd so disceiptiblc ’ ; adding that, since consciousness 
Ms a single nnd indivisible power, it should seem that the subject iu 
which it resides must be so too’ And even if it should not be ‘abso- 
lutely indiscerptible,’ we have no way, he argues, of determining by 
experience ‘ what its bulk in space is ; and till it can be shown that 
what I call myself is largei In bulk than the solid elementary particles 
of matter (atoms), which as there is no ground to think any natural 
power can dissolve, so there is no ttofura/ icnson to think death to beawr 
dissolution.’ Referring to our connexion with our bodies, he says that 
‘upon the supposition that the living being each man calls himself Sa 
a single being . . . our or^nised bodies are no wore ourselves, or part of 
ourselves, than any other waller around ns.' ‘ It is as "Sasy to conceive,’ 
he continues, ‘that we may exist out of bodies as in them; that we 
might have animated bodies of any other organs, and senses wholly 
different from those now given us; nnd that we may hereafter animate 
these same, or new bodies, variously modified and organised, as to 
conceive how we can animate such bodies as our present; and the 
dissolution of all these several organised bodies, supposing ourselves 
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senseless, inactive objects, or by way of idea. Spirits and 
ideas are things so wholly different, that when we say ‘ they 
exist,’ ‘ they are known,’ or the like, these words must not 
be thought to signify anything common to both natures. 
There is nothing alike or common in them ; and to expect 
that by any multiplication or enlargement of our faculties 
we may be en^blecf to know a spirit as we do a triangle, 
seems as absurd as if we should hope to see a sound. 
This is inculcated because I imagine it may be of moment 
towards clearing several important questions, and preventing 
some very dangerous errors concerning the Nature of the 
Soul. [‘We may not, I think, strictly be said to have 

to have successively animated them, would have no more conceivable 
tendency to destroy the living beings, ourselves, or deprive us of living 
faculties, than the dissolution of any foreign matter’ (Analog, pt, 1. 
oh. J). 

This train of thought is more foreign to the present generation, when 
science insists that self-conscious life in constant correlation with a 
corpoteal frame is a fact proved by suflident induction; whatever may 
be the abstract metaphysical possibility of conceiving the conscious 
being to exist indcptndenlly of body. The only personal life we have 
any experience of, it is argued, is one that is found in organic .union 
with the corpoical sliucture, in correlation with which it develops. 
Speculations like those of lierkeley and Butler would be condemned as 
dreams. 

Faith in continued self-conscious life after death seems to bare its 
rationale in ethical considerations rather than in physical or in meta- 
physical arguments. Does not a theistically constituted universe, with 
Its moral impUcatiaas, suggest that physical death is not the extiuctiou 
of the moral agent after a short life in this mixed world, with its 
irregular distribution of happiness and oppoitnnlty? Moral experience 
of the organised unity I call Mj'R^seems to justify the prerisive infeiencc 
that the physical change called death is not the end of me. In one 
view the rising of the sun to-monow, nnd the conscious life after death 
of any person wlfo lias not yet died, as future, are both ' beyond experi- 
ence.' In another definition of experience, neither is ‘ beyond’ it 1 the 
one may be involved in the rational constitution of natural, and the other 
ill the constitution of moral experience. 

^ IVhat follows to the end of this section was introduced in the second 
edition of the PniicipUs, ns well us other passages in whicii notion is 
distinguished fioin tdea or sense-pieseiiled phenomenon. 
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an idea of an active being, or of an action, although we 
may be said to have a noiwn of them. I have some know- 
ledge or notion of my mind, and its acts about ideas — 
inasmuch as I know or understand what is meant by these 
words. What I know, that I have some notion of. — I will 
not say that the terms idea and fioimt may not be used 
converilbly, if the world will have it Soj ,but yet it con- 
duceth to clearness and propriety that we distinguish things 
very different by different names. It is also to he re- 
marked that, all relations including an act of the mind, we 
cannot so properly be said to have an idea, but rather a 
notion of the relations and habitudes between things *. But 
if, in the modern way, the word idea is extended to spirits, 
and relations and acts, this is, after all, an affair of veibal 
concern ’.] 


145. Fiom what has been said, it is plain thal^we cannot 
know the existence of other spirits “ otherwise than by their •> 
operations, or the ideas by them excited in us. I perceive 
seveial motions, changes, and combinations of ideas, that 
inform me there are ceitain particular agents, like myself, 
which accompany them and concur in their production. 
Heiice,|the knowledge I have of other spirits is not imme- 

Inhere is perhaps a faint anticipalion of Knntismin this employment 
of the term notion to signify cunscions mind, and the relations which its 
intellectual acts involve. lint ciitical analysis, like Kant’s, of the 
relations presupposed in ical experience is foicign to Berkeley. 

* Berkeley hardly proves that we cannot have an intellectual ' notion ’ 
of substance as manifested in its sensible phenomena. What he says 
goes to show that we find in sef that to which there is nothing 
analogous in the phenomena of which we are percipient in our five 
scirsca— that our contiiruons titdividual personality rs an rxreducible fact, 
sill generis, and untrarMa table into a rratrrral phenomenon that can be 
presented to the senscsTj 

® ‘Other spnits,' e.g. other men. We only see their bodies and 
bodily motroirs : their sclf-cotrscious life or proper personality Is 
necessarily Invisible. 
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diate, as is the knowledge of my ideas ; but depending on 
the intervention of ideas, by me refericd to agents or spirits 
distinct fioni myself, as effects or concomitant signs *.//) 

146. (bui, though there be some things which convince 
us human agents are concerned in producing them, yet it is 
evident to eveiy on^ that those things which arc called the 
Works of NatiiTe — that is, the far greater part of the ideas 
or sensations perceived by us — are not produced by, or' 
dependent on, the wills of men. There is therefore some 
other Spirit that causes them; since it is repugnant® that 
they should subsist by themselves. See sect. 29. But, if 
we attentively consider the constant regular ily, order, and 
concatenation of natural things ; the surprising magnificence, 
beauty and perfection of the larger, and the exquisite con- 
trivance of the smaller parts of the creation, together with 
the exact harmony and corr&spondence of the whole; but 
above all the never-enough-admired laws of pain and plea- 

1 This is one of the most frertful sections in the Priitdplei. How 
can one individual mind communicate wilb another individual liiind 
through a vitnd-dependtnt body, such as Berkeley supposes human bodies, 
and ths whole material world, to be ? It has been alleged that, under 
Beikeley’s conception of the material world, I have no leason to believe 
in the existence of other men ; — that, at most, 1 can dtseera only my 
own existence and God. I find that I can will, and I suppose 
that what our wills fail to do is God's doing ; so my volitions 
and His deteimine all changes, — Berkeley, however, might argue that, 
under his view of nature, the supremacy of Divine Will is a security 
that we are not deceived when changes in phenomena presented to our 
senses suggest the intentions and meanings of persons like ourselves as 
their cause. (Is this, we may ask, mere ‘ suggestion ’ or is it ' inference 
of reason ’? See Vindication of Theory of Vnioit, §§ ll, is, 4a.) The 
I difficulty still is to understand how the appearances which I perceive 
iwhen I use my senses — if they are wholly subjective or self-contained, 
i^d numerically different from those of wbiuli any other mind U con- 
icions — can be media of communication with another mind. In $ 147 
le says vaguely that God ‘ maintains that intercourse between spirits 
whereby they are able to pciceivc tlie existence of each other.’ 

® ‘ Repugnant,’ foi it would paralyse its indispensable picsupposition 
of efficient causation. 
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sure, and the instincts or natural inclinations, appetites, and 
passions of animals — I say if we consider all these things, 
and at the same time attend to the meaning and import of 
the attributes One, Eternal, Infinitely Wise, Goo^, and 
Perfect, we shall clearly perceive that they belong to the 
aforesaid Spij;jt, ‘ who works all in all,’ and ‘ by whom all 
things Mnsist.M *' o 

147. (Henci^ it is evident that God is known as certainly 
and immediately as any other mind or spirit whatsoever 
distinct from ourselvcsa ^e may even assert that the 
existence of God is far more evidently perceived than the 
existence of men j because the effects of Nature are infin- 
itely more numerous and considerable than those ascribed 
to human agents^ There is not any one mark that denotes 
a man, or effect produced by him, which does not more 
strongly evince the being of that Spirit who is the Author 
of Nature. For, it is evident that in affecting other per- 
sons the will of man has no other object than barely the 
motion of the limbs of his bodyj but that such a motion 
should be attended by, or excite any idea in the mind of 
another, depends wholly on tire will of the Creator. He ^ 
alone it is who, ‘ upholding all things by the word of His 
power,’ maintains that rntercourse between spirits whereby 
they are able to perceive the existence of each other. And 
yet this pure and clear light which enlightens every one is 
itself invisible ’. 

148. It seems to be a general pretence of the unthinking 
herd that they cannot see God, Could we but see Him, 
say they, as we see a man, we should believe that He is, 
and believing obey His commands. But _alas, we need 
only open our eyes to see the Sovereign Lord of all things, 
with a more full and clear" view than we do any one of our 
fellow-creatures. Not that I imagine we see" God (as some 

* The reasoning ia thU and the two next sections is expanded in the 
Dialogne on Divine Visteal Latigtta^. 
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will have it) by a direct and immediate view ; or see cor- 
poieal things, not by themselves, but by seeing that which 
represents them in the essence of God, which_doctrine is, 
I must confess, to me incomprehensible h But I shall 
explain my meaning;— A human spirit or person is pot 
perceived by sense, as not being an idea; when therefore 
we see the colpur, ^ize, figure,’ and motions of a man, we 
perceive only certain sensations or ideas excited in our own 
minds; and these being exhibited to our view in sundiy 
distinct collections, serve to mark out unto us the existence 
of finite and created spiiits like ouiselves. Hence it is 
plain do not sec a man — if by man is meant that which 
lives, moves, perceives, and thinks as we do — but only such 
a certain collection of ideas ’ as directs us to think there is a 
distinct principle of thought and motion, like to ourselves, 
accompanying and represented by it. And after the same 
manner we see God ; all the difference is that, whereas some 
one finite and narrow assemblage of ideas denotes a paiti- 
cuiar human mina’, wfu’cheisoever we a’lrect our vi’ew, we 
do at alt times and in all places perceive manifest tokens 
of the Divinity-jreverything we see, hear, feel, or anywise 
perceive by Sense, being a sign oi effect of the power of 
God; as is our perception of those veiy motions which' 
are produced by men 


1 lie refers to Malebranche, whose doctrine — that we perceive the 
material world ‘in God’ — was an attempt to reconcile the Cartesian 
duality of sclf-consciona and unextended substance, on the one hand, 
extended and unconscious substance, on the other, Uerkeley does not, 
iike Malebianche, say that we perceive things by peiceiving God, and 
that we perceive them in Him (whatever that may mean) j but only that 
phenomena are piestnted in cur perceptions according to what wc call 
‘ natural order,’ which is really the immediate issue and sensible 
cxpiession of the mind of God. The plicnomena present in onr senses, 
which are wholly passive, cannot, he argues, be like the Divine kSpirit, 
who is wholly active. See Birkeley’s Worh, vol, 1 . p. 30S. 

* ‘ Ideas,' i. e. natural appeaninces presented to onr senses. 

* The peseiif existence of God and the present existence of other 
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, 1 49.| It is therefore plain that nothing can bo more evi- 
ient to any one that is capable of the least reflection than 
he existence of God, or a Spirit who is intimately present 

0 our mindSj|*-producing in them all that variety of ideas 
jr sensatmts which continually affect us j on whom we have 
in absolute and entire dependence, in short ‘in whom we 
ive, and move, and have our being.’ "That the discovery 
jf this great truth, which lies so near and obvious to the 
mind, should be attained to by the reason of so very few, is 

1 sad instance of the stupidity and inattention of men, who, 
hough they are surrounded with such clear manifestations 
if the Deity, are yet so little affected by them that they 
ieem, as it were, blinded with excess of light. 

' 150. But you will say,^ Hath Nature no share in the pro. 
Ruction of natural things, and must they be all ascribed to 
the immediate and sole operation of God answer, if by 
Nature is meant only the visible series of effects or sensations 
mprinted on our minds, according to certain fixed and 
{cneraf ihws, then lid is pikfn tfiat iN’atare, tairenrh this sense, 
lannot produce anything at all ^ But, if by Nature is meant 
lome being distinct from God, as well as fiom the laws of 
lature, and things perceived by sense, I must confess that 
vord is to me an empty sound without any intelligible 
neaning annexed to it. Nature, in this acceptation, is 4 
ra,in chimera, introduced by those heathens who had not 
jUst notions of the omnipresence and infinite perfection of 
God“. But, it is more unaccountable that it should be 

human spirits are both reached, it seems, through sense signs, accord, 
lag to Berkeley, and at first only in the way of ‘suggestion.’ The 
Dialegut on Vistial Language is an expansion of this section. Neither 
here nor there does he refer to the moral presupposition of God givet, 
in conscience, and its ‘ supiemacy,’ which is practically perfect ethical 
supremacy in the universe. ' 

1 In a word ‘ natural causes’ are not, properly speaking, causes nt all ; 
they only instnimentally transmit the originating efficacy of spirit, and 
signify its meaning. 

° Thus in the Greek conception of Nature (ipvois) as something inter. 
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received among Christians, professing belief in the Holy 
Scriptures, which constantly ascribe those effects to the 
immediale hand of God that heathen philosophers are wont 
to impute to Nature. * The Lord He causeth the vapours 
to ascend j He maketh lightnings with rain ; He bringeth 
forth the wind out of His treasures.’ Jerem. x. 13. ‘He 
turneth the shadow 5 f death into the morning, and maketh 
the day dark with night.’ Amos v. 8. 'He visiteth the 
earth, and maketh it .soft with showers : He blcsseth the 
springing thereof, and crowiieth the year with His good- 
ness j so that the pastures are clothed with flocks, and the 
valleys arc covered over with corn.’ See Psal. Ixv. But, 
notwithstanding that this is the constant language of Scrip- 
ture, yet we have I know not what aversion from believing 
that God concerns Himself so nearly in our affairs. Fain 
would we suppose Him at a great distance off, and substi- 
tute some blind unthinking deputy in His stead, though (if 
we may believe Saint Paul) ‘ He be not far from every one 
of us.’ 

151. It will, I doubt not, be objected that the slow, 
gradual, and roundabout methods observed in the ‘pro- 
duction of natural things do not seem to have for their 
cause the immediate hand of an Almighty Agent. Besides, 
monsters, untimely biiths, fruits blasted in the blossom, 
rains falling in desert places, miseries incident to human 
life, and the like, are so many arguments that the whole 
frame of nature is not immediately actuated and superin- 
tended by a Spirit of infinite wisdom and goodness*. But 

mediate between Necessity and Chance — the efficient cause of the 
Cosmos, of which God is the final cause. So too in the impersonal 
‘force’ of modem scientific assumption. Are conservation and trans- 
formation of force more than names for that law of change in the 
universe under which every perishing phenomenon has its equivalent in. 
a new one, in the orderly metamorphosis which the passing phenomdha 
of sense are continually undergoing 7 

‘ So J. S. Mill, in his Autobiography and posthumous Essays, in 

S. B. 1341“ 
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the answer to this objection is in a good measure plain 
from sect. 63 ; it being visible that the aforesaid Methods 
of Nature are absolutely necessary, in order to working by 
the most simple and general rules, and after a steady and 
consistent manner j which argues both the wisdom and 
goodness of God. Such is the artificial contrivance of this 
mighty Machine of Nature that, whilst its motions and 
various phenomena strike on our senses, the hand which 
actuates the whole is itself unperceivable to men of flesh 
and blood. ‘Verily’ (saith the prophet) ‘thou art a God 
that hidest thyself h’ Isaiah xlv. 15. But, though the 
Lord conceal Himself from the eyes of the sensual and 
lazy, who will not be at the least expense of thought, yet 
to an unbiassed and attentive mind nothing can be more 
plainly legible than the intimate presence of an All-wise ‘ 
Spirit, who fashions, regulates, and sustains the whole 
system of beings. It is clear, from vvlrnt we have elsewhere 
observed, that the operating according to general and stated 
laws is so necessary for our guidance in the affairs of Life, 
and letting us into the secret of Nature, that without it all 
reach and compass of thought, all human sagacity and de- 
sign, could serve to no manner of purpose ; it were even 
impossible there should be any such faculties or powers in 
the mind. See sect. 31. Which one consideration abun- 
dantly outbalances whatever particular inconveniences may 
thence arisen 

X52. But we should further consider that the very blem- 

whleh he conjectures a Manichseist solution of the difficulties of our 
moral experience, instead of referring them to the free agency of men or 
other finite persons. 

1 So Pascal in the Faults, on God os a God ' that hideth himself.’ 

s We should be virtually irrational if we lived in a physical Chaos 
instead of the Cosmos ; for sense-phenomena would then have no mean- 
ing on which our cognitive power might be exercised. The rationally- 
constituted Cosmos is the correlate of our faculty of intelligence, and 
material phenomena give concrete meaning to abstract thought. 
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ishes and defects of Nature are not without their use, in 
that they make an agreeable sort of variety, and augment 
the beauty of the rest of the creation, as shades in a picture 
serve to set off the brighter and more enlightened parts. 
We would likewise do well to examine whether our taxing 
the waste of seeds and embryos, and accidental destruction 
of plants and ai'imals, before they come to full maturity, as 
an imprudence in the Author of Nature, he not the elTect 
of prejudice contracted by our familiarity with impotent and 
saving mortals. In man indeed a thrifty management of 
those things which he cannot procuie without much pains 
and industry may be esteemed wisdom, but, we must not 
imagine that the inexplicably fine machine of an animal or 
vegetable costs the great Creator any more pains or trouble 
in its production than a pebble does j nothing being more 
evident than that an Omnipotent Spirit can indifferently 
produce everything by a mere Jiat or act of his will*. 
Hence, it is plain that the splendid profusion of natural 
things should not be interpreted weakness or prodigality in 
the agent who produces them, but rather be looked on as 
an argument of the riches of his power. 

X 153. As for the mixture of pain or uneasiness which is in 
the world, pursuant to the general Laws of Nature, and the 
actions of finite, imperfect spirits, this, in the state we are in 
at present, is indispensably necessary to our well-being. But 
our prospects are too narrerzv. We take, for instance, the 
idea of some one particular pain into our thoughts, and 
account it evil j whereas, if we enlarge our view, so as to 
comprehend the various ends, connexions, and dependen- 
cies of things, on what occasions and in what proportions 
we are affected with pain and pleasure, the nature of human 
freedom, and the design with which we are put into the 

* By a power that is independent of nature. M'e suppose nature and 
natural laws to be constantly sustained by Supteme A.ctive Reason, not 
evolved in blind necessity. 
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world; we shall be forced to acknowledge that those par- 
ticular things which, considered in themselves, appear to be 
evil, have the nature of good, when considered as linked with 
the whole system of beings h 

^ So afterwards Butler. ‘ Our whole nature leads us to ascribe moral 
perfection to God, and to deny all imperfectioDiof Him. And this must 
for ever be a practical proof of His moral character From thence we 
conclude that virtue must be the happiness and vice the misery of 
cveiy creature; and that regularity, order, and right cannot but prevail 
finally, in a univcisc trader His government. But we are in no sort 
judges what are the necessary means of aceompiishing this end.' 
(finahgy. Introduction.) See also his Sermon on the ‘ Ignorance of 
Man.’— In the Theodicit of Leibniz, published in the same year as the 
Principles of Berkeley, these difficulties are discussed. 

They gave rise to Manichseism, the doctrine of Manes, a Persian 
philosopher of the third century, who appears to have held Eternal 
Duality in the Universal Power to be an explanation of the mingled 
good and evil that is in the universe. The existence of free agents, — 
who, ns free, must be free to act wickedly, — might seem to he a modified 
Manichmism; especially If accompanied by the supposition that the 
universe into which finite agents can introduce sin is incapable of ultimate 
freedom fiom evil, and that it is thus a failure, which it is doubtful 
whether the Manichmans themselves meant to say. Is the creation of 
finite creators of acts which may be evil as well as good. Divine creation 
of eVil ? A sense of the importance of responsible (because free) agents 
in the universe has, through Christianity, grown in the mediceval and 
modem world; as compared with an indifference towards individual 
personality in the (Economy of things on the part of Greek and other 
ancient philosophers. 

Our limited knowledge of the oiigin and destiny of the universe is at 
the loot of objections at the present day to the recognition of Active Moral 
Eeason as its ultimate explanation. Hume proceeds partly on this, when 
be treats the universe as a ‘ singular effect,’ the phenomena of which can 
be interpreted only so far as this life of sense is concerned (and even that 
in merely probable Interpretations), but which at last dissolves in ' a riddle, 
an senigma, an inexplicable mystery.’ Does not true philosophical 
analysis show that our knowledge of the universe cannot be even so 
much as this without being more than this? Is not final assurance of 
Omnipotent Goodness the fundamental postulate of human experience, 
virtually presupposed in the scientific postulate of constant order in 
nature ? 
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Philonoiis. Good morrow, Ilylasi I did not expect to find 
you abroad so early. 

Hylas. It is indeed something unusual ; but my thoughts 
weie so taken up with a subject I was discoursing of last 
night, that finding I could not sleep, I resolved to rise and 
take a turn in the garden. 

P/ul. It happened well, to let you see what innocent and 
agreeable pleasures you lose every morning. Can there be 
a pleasanter time of the day, or a more delightful season of 
the year? That purple sky, those wild but sweet notes 
of birds, the fragrant bloom upon the trees and flowers, the 
gentle influence of the rising sun, these and a thousand 
nameless beauties of nature inspire the soul with secret 
transports j its faculties too being at this time fresh and 
lively, are fit for these meditations, which the solitude of 
a garden and tranquillity of the morning naturally dispose us 
to. But I am afraid I interrupt your thoughts : for you 
seemed very intent on something. 

Ilyl. It is true, I was, and shall be obliged to you if you 
will permit me to go on in the same vein ; not that I would 
by any means deprive myself of your company, for my 
thoughts always flow more easily in conversation with a 
friend, than when I am alone: but my lequest is, that you 
would suCicr me to impart my reflections to you. 
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Phil. With all ray heart, it is what I should have requested 
myself if you had not prevented me. 

2Iyl. I was considering the odd fate of those men who 
have in all ages, through an affectation of being distinguished 
from the vulgar, or some unaccountable turn of thought, 
pretended either to believe nothing at all, or to believe the 
most extravagant things in the world. '-Thia however might 
be borne, if their paradoxes and scepticism did not draw 
after them some consequences of geneial disadvantage to 
mankind. But the mischief lieth here ; that when men of 
less leisure see them who are supposed to have spent their 
whole time in the pursuits of knowledge professing an entire 
ignorance of all things, or advancing such notions as are 
repugnant to plain and commonly received principles, they 
will be tempted to entertain suspicions concerning the most 
important truths, which they had hitherto held sacred and 
unquestionable. 

Phil. I entirely agree with you, as to the ill tendency of 
the affected doubts of some philosophers, and fantastical 
conceits of others. I am even so far gone of late in this 
way’of thinking, that I have quitted several of the sublime 
notions I had got in their schools for vulgar opinions. ’ And 
I give it you on my word, since this revolt from metaphysical 
notions, to the plain dictates of nature and common sense, 
I find my understanding strangely enlightened, so that I can 
now easily comprehend a great many things which before 
were all mystery and riddle. 

jSyl. I am glad to find there was nothing in the accounts 
I heard of you. 

Phil. Pray, what were those? 

ITyl. You were represented in last night’s conversation, as 
one who maintained the most extravagant opinion that ever 
entered into the mind of man, to wit, that there is no such 
thing as material substance in the world. 

Plul. That there is no such thing as what Philosophers 
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call material substance^ I am seriously peisuaded : but, if 
I were made to see anything absurd or sceptical in this, 

I should then have the same reason to renounce this that I 
imagine I have now to reject the contrary opinion. 

Hyl, VVhatl can anything be more fantastical, more 
repugnant to common sense, or a more manifest piece of 
Scepticism, than to' believe there is no such thing as 
matter 1 

Phil. Softly, good Ilylas. What if it should prove, that 
you, who hold there is, are, by viituc of that opinion, 
a greater sceptic, and maintain more paradoxes and 
repugnances to common sense, than I who believe no 
such thing? 

ffyl. You may as soon persuade me, the part is greater 
than the whole, as that, in order to avoid absurdity and 
Scepticism, I should ever be obliged to give up my opinion 
in this point. 

Phil. Well then, are you content to admit that opinion 
for true, which, upon examination, shall- appear most 
agreeable to common sense, and remote from Scepticism ? 

Hyl. With all my heart. Since you are for raising disfJutes 
about 'the plainest things in-nature, I am content for once to 
hear what you have to say. 

Pldl. Pray, Hylas, what do you mean by a scejitie 1 

Hyl. I mean what all men mean — one that doubts of 
everything. 

Phil. He then who entertains no doubt concerning some 
particular point, with regard to that point cannot be thought 
a sceptic. 

Hyl. I agiee with you. 

Phil. Whether doth doubting consist in embracing the 
affirmative or negative side of a question ? 

Hyl. In neither j for whoever understands English, cannot 
but know that doubting signifies a suspense between both, 
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Phil. He then that denieth any point, can no more be 
said to doubt of it, than he who affirmeth it with the same 
degree of assurance. 
ffyl. True. 

Phil. And, consequently, for such his denial is no more 
to be esteemed a sceptic than the other. 

Ilyl. I acknowledge it. 

Phil, How cometh it to pass then, Bylas, that you pro- 
nounce me a sceptic^ because I deny what you alifirm, to wit, 
the existence of Matter? Since, for aught you can tell, 

I am as peremptory in my denial, as you in your affirmation. 

Hyl, Hold, Philomus, I have been a little out in my 
definition ; but every false step a man makes in discourse 
is not to be insisted on. I said indeed that a scepiit was 
one who doubted of everything j but I should have added, 
or who denies the reality and truth of things. 

Phil. What things? Do you mean the principles and 
theoiems of sciences? But these you know are univcisal 
intellectual notions, and consequently independent of 
Matter ; the denial therefoie of this doth not imply the 
denying them. 

Hyl. I grant it. But are there no other things ? What 
think you of distrusting the senses, of denying the real 
existence of sensible things, or pretending to know nothing 
of them. Is not this sufficient to denominate a man » 
sceptic? 

Phil Sliall we therefore examine which of us it is that 
denies the reality of sensible things, or professes the greatest 
gnorance of them j since, if I take you rightly, he is to 
jsteemed the greatest sceptic ? 

Hyl, That is what I desire. 

Phil What mean you by Sensible Things ? 

Hyl. Those things which are perceived by the senses* 
Can you imagine that I mean anything else ? 
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Phil, Pardon me, Jlylas, if I am desirous clearly to appre- 
hend your notions, since this may much shorten our inquiry. 
Suffer me then to ask you this farther question. Are those 
things 'only perceived by the senses which are perceived 
immediately ? Or, may those things properly be said to be 
sensible which are perceived mediately, or not without the 
intervention of ?)thers ? 

Hyl. I do not sufficiently understand you. 

Phil, In reading a book, what I immediately perceive 
are the letters, but mediately, or by means of these, are 
suggested to my mind the notions of God, virtue, truth, &c. 
Now, that the letters are truly sensible things, or peiceived 
by sense, there is no doubt : but I would know whether 
you take the things suggested by them to be so too. 

Hyl, No, certainly ; it were absurd to think God or virliie 
sensible things, though they may be signified and suggested 
to the mind by sensible marks, with which they have an 
arbitrary connexion. 

Phil. It seems then, that by sensible things you mean 
those only which can be perceived immediately by sense ? 

Hyl. Right. 

Phil. Doth it not follow from this, that though I see one 
part of the sky red, and another blue, and that my reason 
doth thence evidently conclude there must be some cause 
of that diversity of colours, yet that cause cannot be said to 
be a sensible thing, or perceived by the sense of seeing? 

Hyl. It doth. 

Phil. In like manner, though I hear variety of sounds, 
yet I cannot be said to hear the causes of those sounds ? 

Hyl, You cannot. 

Phil. And when by my touch I perceive a thing to be hot 
and heavy, I cannot say, with any truth or propriety, that 
I feel the cause of its heat or weight ? 

Hyl. To prevent any more questions of this kind, I tell 
you once for all, that by sensible things I mean those only 
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which are perceived by sense, and that in truth the senses 
perceive nothing which they do not perceive immediately : 
for they make no inferences. The deducing therefore 
of causes or occasions from effects and appeaTances, 
which alone are perceived by sense, entirely relates to 
reason, 

Phil. This point then is agreed between vs — that sensihk 
things are those only which are immediately perceived by sense. 
You will failhcr inform me, whether we immediately per- 
ceive by sight anything beside light, and colours, and 
figures] or by hearing, anything but sounds] by the 
palate, anything beside tastes ] by the smell, beside odours ] 
or by the touch, more than tangible qualities. 

Hyl. We do not. 

Phil. It seems, therefore, that if you lake away all 
sensible qualities, there remains nothing sensible ? 

Hyl. 1 giant it. 

Phil. Sensible things therefore are nothing else but so 
many sensible qualities, or combinations of sensible 
qualities ? 

Hyl. Nothing else. 

Phil. Heat then is a sensible thing? 

Hyl. Certainly. 

Phil. Doth the reality of sensible things consist in being 
perceived ? or, is it something distinct from their being per- 
ceived, and that bears no relation to the mind ? 

Hyl. To exist is one thing, and to be perceived is arMher. 

Phil. I speak with regard to sensible things only ; and 
of these I ask, whether by their real existence you mean 
a subsistence exterior to the mind, and distinct from their 
being perceived ? 

Hyl. I mean a real absolute being, distinct from, and 
without any relation to their being perceived. 

Phil. Heat therefore, if it be allowed a real being, must 
exist without the mind? 
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Hyl. It must. 

Phil. Tell me, Sylas, is this real existence equally com- 
patible to all degrees of heat, which we perceive j or is Iheie 
any reason why we should attribute it to some, and deny 
it to others, and if there be, pray let me know that reason. 

ifyl Whatever degree of heat we perceive by sense, we 
may be sure the sanle exists in the object that occasions it. 

Phil What ! the greatest as well as the least ? 

Hyl I tell you, the reason is plainly the same in resijcct 
of both : they are both perceived by sense j nay, the 
greater dcgiee of heat is moie sensibly perceived ; and 
consequently, if there is any difference, we are more certain 
of its real existence than we can be of the reality of a lesser 
degiee. 

Phil But is not the most vehement and intense degree 
of heat a very great pain ? 

Hyl No one can deny it. 

Phil And is any un perceiving thing cajiable of pain, 
or pleasure? 

Hyl No certainly. 

Phil Is your material substance a senseless being, or 
a being endowed with sense and perception ? 

Hyl It is senseless without doubt. 

Phil It cannot therefore be the subject of pain? 

Hyl By no means. 

Phil Nor consequently of the greatest heat perceived by 
sense, since you acknowledge this to be no small pain ? 

Hyl I grant it. 

Phil What shall we say then of your external object ; is 
it a material substance, or no ? 

Hyl It is a material substance with the sensible qualities 
inhering in it. 

Phil, How then can a great heat exist in it, since you 
own it cannot in a material substance? I desire you would 
clear this point. 
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Byl. Hold, JPhilonous, I fear I was out in yielding intense 
heat to be a pain. It should seem rather, that pain is 
something distinct from heat, and the consequence or 
effect of it. “ 

Phil. Upon putting your hand near the fire, do you 
perceive one simple uniform sensation, or two distinct 
sensations ? 

JHyl. But one simple sensation, 

Phil. Is not the heat immediately perceived? 

Ilyl. It is. 

Phil. And the pain ? 

Ilyl. True. 

Phil. Seeing therefoie they are both immediately per- 
ceived at the same time, and the fire affects you only 
with one simple, or uncompounded idea, it follows that 
this same simple idea is both the intense heat immediately 
perceived, and the pain ; and, consequently, that the intense 
heat immediately perceived, is nothing distinct from a par- 
ticular soit of pain. 

IJyl. It seems so. 

Phil. Again, try in your thoughts, Hylas, if you can con- 
ceive a vehement sensation to be without pain or pleasure. 

Ilyl. I cannot. 

Phil. Or can you frame to yourself an idea of sensible 
pain or pleasure, in general, abstracted from every particular 
idea of heat, cold, tastes, smells ? &c. 

Hyl. I do not find that I can. 

Phil, Doth it not therefore follow, that sensible pam is 
nothing distinct from those sensations or ideas— in an intense 
degree ? 

Myl. It is undeniable ; and, to speak the truth, I begin 
to suspect a very great heat cannot exist but in a mind 
perceiving it. 

Phil. What! are you then in that sceptical state of 
suspense, between affirming and denying? 
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ITyl. I think T may be positive in the point. A veiy 
violent and painful heat cannot exist without the mind. 

It hath not therefore, according to you, any real 

being? 

Hyl. I own it. 

Phih Is it therefore certain, that there is no body in 
nature really hot? 

JTyl. I have not denied there is any real heat in 
bodies. I only say, there is no such thing as an intense 
real heat. 

PML hut did you not say bcfoic that all degrees of heat 
were equally leal ; or, if there was any difference, that the 
greater were more undoubtedly real than the lesser ? 

Hyl. True : but it was because I did not then consider 
the ground there i.s for distinguishing between them, which 
I now plainly see. And it is this i — because intense heat is 
nothing else but a paiticular kind of painful sensation ; and 
pain cannot exist but in a perceiving being ; it follows that 
no intense heat can really exist in an unperceiving corporeal 
substance. But this is no reason why w'e should deny heat 
in an^inferior degree to exist in such a substance. 

Phil. But how shall we be able to discern those degrees 
of heat which exist only in the mind from those which exist 
without it ? 

Hyl. That is no difficult matter. You know the least 
pain cannot exist unperceived ; whatever, therefore, degree 
of heat is a pain exists only in the mind. But, as for all 
other degrees of heat, nothing obliges us to think the same 
of them. 

Phil. I think you granted before that no unperceiving 
being was capable of pleasure, any more than of pain. 

Hyl. I did. 

Phil. And is not warmth, or a more gentle degree of heat 
than what causes uneasiness, a pleasure ? 

Hyl. What then? 
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Phil, Consequently, it cannot exist without the mind in 
an unperceiving substance, or body. 

Hyl. So it seems. 

Phil. Since, therefore, as well those degrees of heat that 
are not painful, as those that are, can exist only in a thinking 
substance ; may wo not conclude thal- external bodies are 
absolutely incapable of any degree of heat Whatsoever ? 

Ifyl. On second thoughts, I do not think it so evident 
that warmth is a pleasure as that a great degree of heat 
is a pain. 

Phil, I do not pretend that warmth is as great a pleasure 
as heat is a pain. Hut, if you grant it to be even a small 
pleasure, it serves to make good my conclusion. 

Hyl. I could rather call it an indolence. It seems to be 
nothing more than a piivation of both pain and pleasure. 
And that such a quality or slate as this may agree to an 
unthinking substance, I hope you will not deny. 

Phil, If you are resolved to maintain that warmth, or 
a gentle degree of heal, is no pleasure, I know not how to 
convince you otherwise, than by appealing to your own 
sense. But what think you of cold ? 

Hyl. The same that I do of heat. An intense degree o( 
cold is a pain ; for to feel a very great cold, is to perceive 
a great uneasiness: it cannot therefore exist without the 
mind 3 but a lesser degree of cold may, as well as a lesser 
degree of heat. 

Phil. Those bodies, therefore, upon whose application to 
our own, we perceive a moderate degree of heat, must be 
concluded to have a moderate degree of heat or warmth in 
them 3 and those, upon whose application we feel a like 
degree of cold, must be thought to have cold in them. 

Hyl. They must. 

Phil, Can any doctrine be true that necessarily leads 
a man into an absurdity ? 

Hyl, Without doubt it cannot. 
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FMl. Is it not an absurdity to think that the same thing 
should be at the same time both cold and warm ? 

Uyl. It is, 

F/iii*. Suppose now one of your hands hot, and the other 
cold, and that they are both at once put into the same 
vessel of water, in an intermediate state : will not the water 
seem cold to orJe hand, and warm to the other ? 

Ify/. It will. 

Mil. Ought we not thciefore, by your principles, to 
conclude it is really both cold and warm at the same time, 
^that is, according to your own concession, to believe an 
'^absurdity? 

Jlyl. I confess it seems so. 

Mi/l. Consequently, the principles themselves are false, 
since you have granted that no true principle leads to an 
absurdity. 

Ifyl But, after all, can anything be more absurd than to 
say, tAere is no heat in the fire 1 

Mil. To make the point still clearer ; tell me whether, 
in two cases exactly alike, we ought not to make the same 
judgment? 

Jlyl. We ought. 

Mil. When a pin pricks your linger, doth it not rend and 
divide the fibres of youi flesh ? 

JJyl. It doth. 

Mil. And when a coal bums your finger, doth it any 
more? 

ffyl. It doth not. 

Phil. Since, therefore, you neither judge the sensation 
itself occasioned by the pin, nor anything like it to be in 
the pin ; you should not, conformably to what you have 
now granted, judge the sensation occasioned by the fire, or 
anything like it, to be in the fire. 

Byl. Well, since it must be so, I am content to yield this 
point, and acknowledge that heat and cold are only sensa- 
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tions existing in out minds. But theie still remain qualities 
enough to secure the reality of external things. 

Pkil. But what will you say, itylas, if it shall appear that 
the case is the same with regard to all other sensible 
qualities, and that they can no more be supposed to exist 
without the mind, than heat and cold ? 

Jlyl. Then indeed you will have done something to the 
purpose ; but that is what I despair of seeing proved. ‘ 

Phil. Let us examine them in order. What think you of 
tastes — do they exist without the mind, or no ? 

Hyl. Can any man in his senses doubt whether sugar is 
sweet, or wormwood bitter ? 

PhU. Inform me, Hylas. Is a sweet taste a particular 
kind of pleasure or pleasant sensation, or is it not ? 

Hyl. It is. 

Phil. And is not bitterness some kind of uneasiness or 
pain ? 

Hyl. I grant it. 

Phil. If therefore sugar and wormwood are unthinking 
corporeal substances existing without the mind, how can 
sweetness and bitterness, that is, pleasuie and pain, agree 
to them ? 

Hyl. Hold, PhiloHous, I now sec what it was deluded 
me all this time. You asked whether heat and cold, 
sweetness and bitterness, were not particular sorts of plea- 
sure and pain ; to which I answered simply, that they were. 
Whereas I should have thus distinguished : — those quali- 
ties, as perceived by us, arc pleasures or pains ; but not as 
existing in the external objects. We must not therefore 
conclude absolutely, that there is no heat in the fire, or 
sweetness in the sugar, but only that heat or sweetness, 
as perceived by us, are not in the fire or sugar. What 
say you to this ? 

Phil. I say it is nothing to the purpose, Our discourse 
proceeded altogether concerning sensible things, which you 
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defined to be, tlie things we immediately perceive by our senses. 
Whatever other qualities, therefore, you speak of, as distinct 
from these, I know nothing of them, neither do they at all 
belong to the point in dispute. You may, indeed, pretend 
to have discovered certain qualities which you do not 
perceive, and assert those insensible qualities exist in fire 
and sugar. Bpt wiat use can be made of this to your 
present piupose, I am at a los.s to conceive. Tell me then 
once more, do you acknowledge that heat and cold, sweet 
ness and bitterness (meaning those qualities which are 
perceived by the senses), do not exist without the mind ? 

Hyl. I see it is to no purpose to hold out, so I give 
up the cause as to those mentioned qualities. Though 
I profess it sounds oddly, to say that sugar is not sweet. 

Phil, But, for your farther satisfaction, take this along 
with you ! that which at other times seems sweet, shall, to 
a distempered palate, appear bitter. And, nothing can be 
plainer than that divers persons perceive different tastes in 
the same food; since that which one man delights in, 
another abhors. And how could this be, if the taste was 
something really inheient in the food ? 

Hyt. I acknowledge I know not how. 

Phil. In the next place, odours are to be considered 
And, with regard to these, I would fain know whether what 
hath been said of tastes doth not exactly agree to them? 
Are they not so many pleasing or displeasing sensations ? 

Hyl. They are. 

Phil. Can you then conceive it possible that they should 
exist in an unperceiving thing? 

Hyl. I cannot. 

Phil. Or, can you imagine that filth and ordure affect 
those brute animals that feed on them out of choice, with 
the same smells which we perceive in them ? 

Hyl, By no means. 

Phil. May we not therefore conclude of smells, as of the 
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Other forementioned qualities, that they cannot exist in any 
but a perceiving substance or mind ? 

Ilyl. I think so. 

Phil. Then as to sounds, what must we think of J:hem : 
are they accidents really inherent in external bodies, or not ? 

JlyL That they inhere not in the sonorous bodies is plain 
from hence j because a bell struck in the exhausted receiver 
of an air-pump sends forth no sound. The air, therefore, 
must be thought the subject of sound. 

PML What reason is there for that, Hylas} 

Hyl, Because, when any motion is raised in the air, we 
perceive a sound greater or lesser, according to the air’s 
motion; but without some motion in the air, we never hear 
any sound at all. 

Phil. And granting that we never hear a sound but when 
some motion is produced in the air, yet I do not see 
how you can infer from thence, that the sound itself is in 
the air. 

Hyl. It is this very motion in the external air that 
produces in the mind the sensation of sound. For, 
striking on the drum of the ear, it causeth a vibration, 
which by the auditory nerves being communicated to the 
brain, the soul is thereupon affected with the sensation 
called sound. 

Phil. What ! is sound then a sensation ? 

Hyl. I tell you, as perceived by us, it is a particular 
sensation in the mind. 

PMl. And can any sensation exist without the mind ? 

Hyl. No, certainly. 

Phil. How then can sound, being a sensation, exist in 
the air, if by the air you mean a senseless substance existing 
without the mind ? 

Hyl. You must distinguish, Philonous, between sound as 
it is perceived by us, and as it is in itself ; or (which is the 
same thing) between the sound we immediately perceive, 
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and that which exists without us. The former, indeed, is 
a particular kind of sensation, but the latter is merely 
a vibrative or undulatory motion in the air. 

FMl. I thought I had already obviated that distinction, 
by the answer I gave when you weie applying it in a like 
case before. But, to say no more of that, are you sure then 
that sound is really nothing but motion ? 

Hyl. I am. 

Phil. Whatever therefore agrees to real sound, may with 
truth be attributed to motion ? 

Hyl. It may. 

Phil. It is then good sense to speak of motion as of 
a thing that is loud, meet, acute, or grave. 

Hyl. I see you are resolved not to understand me. Is it 
not evident those accidents or modes belong only to sen- 
sible sound, or sound in the common acceptation of the 
word, but not to sound in the real and philosophic sense ; 
which, as I just now told you, is nothing but a certain 
motion of the air ? 

■ Phil. It seems then there are two sorts of sound — the 
one vulgar, or that which is heard, the other philosopliical 
and real ? 

Hyl. Even so. 

Phil. And the latter consists in motion ? 

Hyl. I told you so before. 

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, to which of the senses, think you, 
the idea of motion belongs? to the hearing? 

Hyl. No, certainly; but to the sight and touch. 

Phil. It should follow then, that, according to you, real 
sounds may possibly be seen or felt, but never heard. 

Hyl, Look you, Philonous, you may, if you please, make 
a jest of my opinion, but that will not alter the truth of 
things. I own, indeed, the inferences you draw me into, 
sound something oddly ; but common language, you know, 
is framed by, and for the use of the vulgar : we must not 
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therefore wonder, if expressions adapted to exact philosophic 
notions seem uncouth and out of the way. 

JPhil. Is it come to that ? I assure you, I imagine myself 
to have gained no small point, since you make so light 
of departing from common phrases and opinions j it being 
a main part of our inquiry, to examine whose notions are 
widest of the common road, and mo2t repugnant to the 
general sense of the world. But, can you think it no more 
than a philosophical paradox, to say that real sounds are 
never heard, and that the idea of them is obtained by some 
other sense? And is there nothing in this contrary to 
nature and the truth of things? 

ffyl. To deal ingenuously, I do not like it. And, after 
the concessions already made, I had as well grant that 
sounds too have no real being without the mind. 

JPhil. And I hope you will make no difficulty to acknow- 
ledge the same of colours. 

Hyl. Pardon me: the case of colours is very different. 
Can anything be plainer than that we see them on the 
objects ? 

Phil. The objects you speak of are, I suppose, corporeal 
Substances existing without the mind ? 

Hyl. They are. 

Phil. And have true and real colours inhering in them ? 
Hyl. Each visible object hath that colour which we 
see in it. 

Phil. Howl is there anything visible but what we per- 
ceive by sight ? 

Hyl. There is not. 

Phil. And, do we perceive anything by sense which we 
do not perceive immediately? 

Hyl. How often must I be obliged to repeat the same 
thing ? I tell you, we do not. 

Phil. Have patience, good Hylas-, and tell me once 
more, whether there is anything immediately perceived by 
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the senses, except sensible qualities. I know you a.sserted 
there was not j but I would now be informed, whether you 
still persist in the same opinion. 

Ifyl I do. 

Fhil. Pray, is your corporeal substance either a sensible 
quality, or made up^of sensible qualities ? 

Jlyl. What S question that is I who ever thought it was ? 

Fit/, My reason for asking was, because in saying, eac/t 
visible object bath that colony which we see in it, you make 
visible objects to be corporeal substances j which implies 
either that corporeal substances are sensible qualities, or 
else that there is something beside sensible qualities per- 
ceived by sight : but, as this point was formerly agreed 
between us, and is still maintained by you, it is a clear 
consequence, that your corporeal substance is nothing 
distinct from sensible qualities. 

Hyl, You may draw as mamy absurd consequences as you 
please, and endeavour to perplex the plainest things ; but 
you shall never persuade me out of my senses. I clearly 
understand my own meaning. 

Fhij, I wish you would make me understand it too. 
But, since you are unwilling to have your notion of corpo- 
real substance examined, I shall urge that point no farther. 
Only be pleased to let me know, whether the same colours 
which we see exist in external bodies, or some other, 

Hyl. The very same, 

Fhil. What ! are then the beautiful red and purple we 
see on yonder clouds really in them? Or do you imagine 
they have in themselves any other form than that of a dark 
mist or vapour? 

Hyl. I must own, Philonous, those colours are not really 
in the clouds as they seem to be at this distance. They are 
only apparent colours. 

Fhil. Apparent caW yoa them? how shall we distinguish 
these apparent colours from real? 
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Byl Very easily. Those are to be thought apparent 
which, appearing only at a distance, vanish upon a nearer 
approach. 

Fhil. And those, I suppose, are to be thought real'which 
are discovered by the most near and exact survey. 

Hyl. Right. ^ 

Phil. Is the nearest and exactest survey nfade by the help 
of a microscope, or by the naked eye ? 

Byl. By a microscope, doubtless. 

PMl. But a microscope often discovers colours in an 
object different from those perceived by the unassisted 
sight. And, in case we had microscopes magnifying to any 
assigned degree, it is ccilain that no object whatsoever, 
viewed through them, would appear in the same colour 
which it exhibits to the naked eye. 

Hyl, And what will you conclude from all this? You 
cannot argue that there are really and naturally no colours 
on objects : because by artificial managements they may be 
altered, or made to vanish. 

Phil, I think it may evidently be concluded from your 
own concessions, that all the colours we see with our naked 
eyes are only apparent as those on the clouds, since they 
vanish upon a more close and accurate inspection which is 
afforded us by a microscope. Then, as to what you say by 
way of prevention : I ask you whether the real and natural 
state of an object is better discovered by a very sharp and 
piercing sight, or by one which is less sharp ? 

Byl. By the former without doubt. 

Phil, Is it not plain from Dioptrics that microscopes 
make the sight more penetrating, and represent objects 
as they would appear to the eye in case it were naturally 
endowed with a most exquisite sharpness ? 

Byl, It is. 

PMl, Consequently the microscopical representation is 
to be thought that which best sets forth the real nature 
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of the thing, or what it is in itself. The colours, therefore, 
by it perceived are more genuine and real than those 
perceived otherwise. 

Jlyt. I confess there is something in what you say. 

I’/u'I. Besides, it is not only possible but manifest, that 
there actually are animals whose eyes are by nature framed 
to perceive those things which by reason of their minuteness 
escape our sight. What think you of those inconceivably 
small animals perceived by glasses ? must we suppose they 
arc all stark blind ? Or, in case they see, can it be imagined 
their sight hath not the same use in preserving their bodies 
from injuries, which appears in that of all other animals? 
And if it hath, is it not evident they must see particles 
less than their own bodies, which will present them with 
a far different view in each object from that which strikes 
our senses ? Even our own eyes do not always represent 
objects to us after the same manner. In the jaundite every 
one knows that all things seem yellow. Is it not therefore 
highly probable those animals in whose eyes wc discern 
a very different texture from that of ours, and whose bodies 
abound with different humours, do not see the same colours 
in every object that we do ? From all which, should it not 
seem to follow that all colours are equally apparent, and 
that none of those which we perceive are really inherent 
in any outward object? 

Hyl, It should. 

Phil. The point will be past all doubt, if you consider 
that, in case colours were real properties or affections 
inherent in external bodies, they could admit of no altera- 
tion without some change wrought in the very bodies 
themselves : but, is it not evident from what hath been said 
that, upon the use of microscopes, upon a change happening 
in the humovtrs of the eye, or a variation of distance, with- 
out any manner of real alteration in the thing itself, the 
colours of any object are either changed, or totally dis- 
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appear? Nay, all other circumstances remaining the same, 
change but the situation of some objects, and they shall 
present different colours to the eye. The same thing 
happens upon viewing an object in various degrees of 
light. And what is more known than that the same bodies 
appear differently coloured by candle-Hght from what they 
do in the open day? Add to these the “experiment of 
a prism which, separating the heterogeneous rays of light, 
alters the colour of any object, and will cause the whitest 
to appear of a deep blue or red to the naked eye. And 
now tell me whether you are still of opinion that every body 
hath its true real colour inhering in it; and, if you think 
it hath, I would fain know farther from you, what certain 
distance and position of the object, what peculiar texture 
and formation of the eye, what degree or kind of light 
is necessary for ascertaining that true colour, and distin- 
guishing it from apparent ones. 

Hyl. I own myself entirely satisfied, that they are all 
equally apparent, and that there is no such thing as colour 
realljf inhering in external bodies, but that it is altogether 
in the light. And what confirms me in this opinion ig that 
in proportion to the light colours are still more or less vivid ; 
and if there be no light, then are there no colours perceived. 
Besides, allowing there are colours on external objects, 
yet, how is it possible for us to perceive them ? For no 
external body affects the mind, unless it acts first on our 
organs of sense. But the only action of bodies is motion ; 
and motion cannot be communicated otherwise than by 
impulse. A distant object therefore cannot act on the eye, 
nor consequently make itself or its properties perceivable 
to the soul. Whence it plainly follows that it is immediately 
some contiguous substance, which, operating on the eye, 
occasions a perception of colours ; and such is light. 

PMl. How 1 is light then a substance? 

Uyl. I tell you, PhUonms, external light is nothing but 
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a thin fluid substance, whose minute particles being agitated 
with a brisk motion, and in various manners reflected from 
the different surfaces of outward objects to the eyes, com- 
municate different motions to the optic nerves; which, 
being propagated to the brain, cause therein various im- 
pressions; and these arc attended with the sensations of 
red, blue, yellow, &cf 

Phil. It seems then the light doth no more than shake 
the optic nerves. 

Ilyl. Nothing else. 

Phil. And, consequent to each particular motion of the 
nerves, the mind is affected with a sensation, which is some 
particular colour. 

Hyl. Right. 

Phil. And these sensations have no existence without the 
mind. ' 

Ilyl. They have not. 

Phil. How then do you affirm that colours are in the 
light ; since by light you understand a corporeal substance 
external to the mind ? 

HyL Light and colours, as immediately perceived by ns, 
I grant cannot exist without the mind. But, in themselves 
they are only the motions and configurations of certain 
insensible particles of matter. 

Phil. Colours then, in the vulgar sense, or taken for the 
immediate objects of sight, cannot agree to any but a 
perceiving substance. 

Hyl. That is what I say. 

Phil. Well then, since you give up the point as to those 
sensible qualities which are alone thought colours by all 
mankind beside, you may hold what you please with 
regard to those invisible ones of the philosophers. It is 
not my business to dispute about them; only I would 
advise you to bethink yourself, whether, considering the 
\inquiry we are upon, it be prudent for you to affirm— -/Ar 
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red and blue which we see are not real colours, but certain 
unknown motions and figures, which no man ever did or can 
see, are truly so. Aie not these shocking notions, and 
are not they subject to as many ridiculous inferences, as 
those you were obliged to renounce before in the case of 
sounds ? 

f/Hyl. I frankly own, Philonotts, that it is in vain to stand 
'out any longer. Colours, sounds, tastes, in a word all those 
teimed secondary qualities, have certainly no existence with- 
out the mind. But, by this acknowledgment I must not 
be supposed to derogate anything from the reality of 
Matter or external objects; seeing it is no more than 
several philosophers maintain, who nevertheless are the 
farthest imaginable from denying Matter. For the clearer 
understanding of this, you must know sensible qualities are 
by philosophers divided into primary and secondary. The 
Former are Extension, Figure, Solidity, Gravity, Motion, 
ind Rest. And these they hold exist really in bodies. 
The latter are those above enumerated ; or, briefly, all sen- 
sible qualities beside the Primal y, which they assert are only 
so many sensations or ideas existing nowhere but in the 
imind. But all this, I doubt not, you are apprised of. For 
jmy part, I have been a long time sensible there was such 
an opinion current among philosophers, but was never 
thoroughly convinced of its truth until now. 

PMl. You are still then of opinion that extension and 
figures are inherent in external unthinking substances ? 

Ilyl. I am. 

Phil. But what if the same arguments which are brought 
against Secondary Qualities will hold good against these 
also? 

Hyl. Why then I shall be obliged to think, they too exist 
only in the mind. 

PMl. Is it your opinion the very figure and extension 
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which you perceive by sense exist in the outward object or 
material substance ? 

Hyl, It is. 

PhiH Have all other animals as good grounds to think 
the same of the figure and extension which they see and 
feel? 

Hyl, Without dou6t, if they have any thought at all. 

Phil. Answer me, Ilylas. Think you the senses were 
bestowed upon all animals for their preservation and well- 
being in life ? or were they given to men alone for this end ? 

Ilyl I make no question but they have the same use in 
all other animals. 

Phil If so, is it not nccessaiy they should be enabled 
by them to perceive their own limbs, and those bodies which 
are capable of harming them? 

Ilyl Certainly. 

Phil A mite therefore must be supposed to see his own 
foot, and things equal or even less than it, as bodies of 
some considerable dimension; though at the same time 
they appear to you scarce discernible, or at best as so many 
visible^ points? 

Hyl I cannot deny it. 

Phil And to creatuies less than the mite they will seem 
yet larger ? 

Hyl They will. 

! Phil Insomuch that what you can hardly discern will 
to another extremely minute animal appear as some huge 
mountain? 

Hyl All this I grant. 

/ Phil Can one and the same thing be at the same time 
t in itself of different dimensions ? 

Hyl That were absurd to imagine. 

Phil Jlul, from what you have laid down it fol]ow.s that 
both the extension by you perceived, and that perceived by 
the mite itself, as likewise all those perceived by lesser 
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animals, are each of them the true extension of the mite’s 
foot j that is to say, by your own principles, you are led into 
an absurdity. 

Hyl. There seems to be some difficulty in the point, 

' FML Again, have you not acknowledged that no real 
inherent property of any object can^be changed without 
some change in the thing itself? ^ 

Hyl. I have. 

Pkil. But, as we approach to or recede from an object, 
the visible extension varies, being at one distance ten or 
a hundred times greater than at another. Doth it not 
therefore follow from hence likewise that it is not really 
I inherent in the object ? 

Hyl. I own I am at a loss what to think, 

Phil. Your judgment will soon be determined, if you will 
venture to think as freely concerning this quality as you 
have done concerning the rest. Was it not admitted as 
a good aigument, that neither heat nor cold was in the 
Hwtsr, becstise it seeated warm to oae hand a^ld coM to 
the other? 

Hyl. It was. 

Phil Is it not the very same reasoning to conclude, there 
is no extension or figure in an object, because to one eye 
it shall seem little, smooth, and round, when at the same 
time it appears to the other, great, uneven, and angular ? 

Hyl. The very same. But does this latter fact ever 
happen ? 

Phil. You may at any time make the experiment, by 
looking with one eye bare, and with the other through 
a microscope. 

Hyl. I know not how to maintain it, and yet I am loath 
to give up extension^ I see so many odd consequences 
following upon such a concession. 

Phil. Odd, say you? After the concessions already 
made, I hope you will stick at nothing for its oddness. 
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But, on the olhet hand, should it not seem very odd, if the 
general reasoning vrhich includes all other sensible qualities 
did not also include extension? If it be allowed that no 
idea nor anything like an idea can exist in an unperceiving 
substance, then surely it follows that no figure or mode 
of extension, which we can cither perceive or imagine, or 
have any idea (}fi can be really inherent in Matter; not 
to mention the peculiar difficulty there must be in conceiving 
a material substance, prior to and distinct from extension, 
to be the mbstrahim of extension. Be the sensible quality 
what it will — figure, or sound, or colour; it seems alike 
impossible it should subsist in that which doth not 
perceive it. 

Hyl. I give up the point for the present, reserving still 
a right to retract my opinion, in case 1 shall hereafter 
discover any false step in my progress to it. 

Phil, That is a right you cannot be denied. Figures and 
extension being despatched, we proceed next to moHon, 
Can a real motion in any external body be at the same time 
both very svi'ift and very slow? 

Hyl. It cannot. 

/%/d Is not the motion of a body swift in a reciprocal 
proportion to the time it takes up in describing any given 
space? Thus a body that describes a mile in an hour moves 
three times faster than it would in case it described only 
a mile in three hours. 

Hyl, I agree with you. 

Phil. And is not time measured by the succession of ideas 
in our minds ? 

Hyl. It is. 

Phil. And is it not possible ideas should succeed one 
another twice as fast in your mind as they do in mine, or 
in that of some spirit of anotlier kind ? 

Hyl, I own it. 

Phil. Consequently, the same body may to another seem 
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to perform its motion over any space in half the time that 
it doth to you. And the same reasoning will hold as to any 
other proportion : that is to say, according to your principles 
(since the motions perceived are both really in the''object) 
it is possible one and the same body shall be really moved 
the same way at once, both very swift and very slow. How 
is this consistent either with commofi seivse, or with what 
you just now granted ? 

Hyl, I have nothing to say to it. 

Phil. Then as for solidity, either you do not mean any 
sensible quality by that word, and so it is beside our inquiry : 
or if you do, it must be either hardness or resistance. But 
both the one and the other are plainly relative to our senses : 
it being evident that what seems hard to one animal may 
appear soft to another, who bath greater force and firmness 
of limbs. Nor is it less plain that the resistance I feel 
is not in the body. 

Hyl. I own the very sensation of resistance, which is alt 
you immediately perceive, is not in the body ; but the cause 
of that sensation is. 

Phil. But the causes of our sensations are not things 
immediately perceived, and therefore not sensible. This 
point I thought had been already determined. 

Hyl, I own it was j but you will pardon me if I seem a 
•little embarrassed : I know not how to quit my old notions. 

PhU. To help you out, do but consider that if extension 
be once acknowledged to have no existence without the 
mind, the same must necessarily be granted of motion, 
solidity, and gravity — since they all evidently suppose ex- 
tension. It is therefore superfluous to inquire particularly 
concerning each of them. In denying extension, you have 
denied them all to have any real existence. 

Hyl. I wonder, Philonous, if what you say be true, why 
those philosophers who deny the Secondary Qualities any 
real existence, should yet attribute it to the Primary. If 
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there is no difference between them, how can this be 
accounted for? 

FhiL It is not my business to account for every opinion 
of the philosophers. But, among other reasons which may 
be assigned for this, it seems probable that pleasure and 
pain being rather annexed to the former than the latter 
may be one. l^at sitid cold, tastes and smells, have some- 
thing more vividly pleasing or disagreeable than the ideas 
of extension, figure, and motion affect us with. And, it 
being too visibly absurd to hold that pain or pleasure can 
be in an unperceiving Substance, men are more easily 
weaned from believing the external existence of the Secon- 
dary than the Piimary Qualities. You will be satisfied 
there is something in this, if you recollect the difference 
you made between an intense and more moderate degree 
of heat j allowing the one a real existence, while you denied 
it to the other. But, after all, there is no rational ground 
for that distinction ; for, surely an indiffetent sensation is as 
truly a sensation as one more pleasing or painful ; and con- 
sequently should not any more than they be supposed to 
exist in an unthinking subject. 

JJyl'lt is just come into my head, Philonous, that I have 
somewheie heard of a distinction between absolute and 
sensible extension. Now, though it be acknowledged that 
great and small, consisting merely in the relation which 
other extended beings have to the parts of our own bodies, 
do not really inhere in the Substances themselves j yet 
nothing obliges us to hold the same with regard to absolute 
extension, which is something abstracted from great and 
small, from this or that particular magnitude or figure. So 
likewise as to motion j swift and slow are altogether relative 
to the succession of ideas in our own minds. But, it doth 
not follow, because those modifications of motion exist not 
without the mind, that therefore absolute motion abstracted 
from them doth not. 
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Phil, Pray what is it that distinguishes one motion, or one 
part of extension, from another? Is it not something sen- 
sible, as some degree of swiftness or slowness, some certain 
magnitude or figure peculiar to each ? 

Hyl. I think so. 

Phil, These qualities, therefore, stripped of all sensible 
properties, are without all specific andmumerical differences, 
as the schools call them. 

HyV, They are. 

Phil, That is to say, they are extension in geneial, and 
motion in general. 

Myl, Let it be so. 

Phil, But it is a universally received maxim that Every, 
thing which exists is particular. How then can motion 
in general, or extension in general, exist in any corporeal 
Substance ? 

Ilyf, I will take time to solve your difficulty. 

Phil. But I think the point may be speedily decided, 
IPftiioat doubt you can teff wiietiier you ate able to frame 
this or that idea. Now I am content to put our dispute on 
this issue. If you can frame in your thoughts a distinct 
abstract idea of motion or extension; divested" of all 
those sensible modes, as swift and slow, great and small, 
lound and square, and the like, which are acknowledged 
to exist only in the mind, I will then yield the point you 
contend for. But, if you cannot, it will be unreasonable 
on your side to insist any longer upon what you have 
no notion of. 

Ifyl, To confess ingenuously, I cannot, 

Phil. Can you even separate the ideas of extension and 
motion from the ideas of all those qualities which they who 
make the distinction term secondary ? 

Hyl. What 1 is it not an ei^y matter to consider extension 
and motion by themselves, abstracted from all other sensible 
qualities ? Pray how do the mathematicians treat of them ? 
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r/iil I acknowledge, IJylas, it is not difficult to form 
general propositions and reasonings about those qualities, 
without mentioning any other; and, in this sense, to con- 
sider or treat of them abstractedly. But, how doth it follow 
that, because I can pronounce the word motion by itself, 
I can form the idea of it in my mind exclusive of body ? 
Or, because theyrem*may be made of extension and figures, 
without any mention of great or small, or any other sensible 
mode or quality, that therefore it is possible such an abstract 
idea of extension, without any particular size or figure, or 
sensible quality, should be distinctly formed, and appre- 
hended by the mind? Mathematicians treat of quantity, 
without regarding what other sensible qualities it is attended 
with, as being altogether indifferent to their demonstrations. 
But, when laying aside the words, they contemplate the bare 
ideas, I believe you will find, they are not the pure abstracted 
ideas of extension. 

Hyl. But what say you to pure intelketl May not 
abstracted ideas be framed by that faculty ? 

Phil. Since I cannot frame abstract ideas at all, it is plain 
I cannot frame them by the help of pure intellect ; whatso- 
ever fatuity you understand by those words. Besides, not 
to inquire into the nature of pure intellect and its spiritual 
objects, as virtue, reason, God, or the like, thus much seems 
manifest — that sensible things are only to be perceived by 
sense, or represented by the imagination. Figures, there- 
fore, and extension, being originally perceived by sense, 
do not belong to pure intellect : but, for your farther 
satisfaction, try if you can frame the idea of any figure, 
abstracted from all particularities of size, or even from other 
sensible qualities. 

JS)'/, Let me think a little 1 do not find that I can. 

Phil, And can you think it possible that should really 
exist in nature which implies a repugnancy in its con- 
ception ? 

s.B. 1341" 
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JTyl. By no means. 

FMl. Since therefore it is impossible even for the mind 
to disunite the ideas of extension and motion from all other 
sensible qualities, doth it not follow, that where the o»e exist 
there necessarily the other exist likewise ? 

llyl. It should seem so. 

Phil. Consequently, the very same #rgutiients which you 
admitted as conclusive against the Secondary Qualities are, 
without any farther application of force, against the Piiraary 
too. Besides, if you will trust your senses, is it not plain 
all sensible qualities coexist, or to them appear as being 
in the same place ? Do they ever represent a motion, of 
figure, as being divested of all other visible and tangible 
qualities ? 

Hyl. You need say no more on this head. I am free 
to own, if there be no secret error or oversight in ouf 
proceedings hitherto, that all sensible qualities are alike 
to be denied existence without the mind. But, my fear iS 
that 1 have hcen too Yihera\ in my iormer concessions, of 
overlooked some fallacy or other. In short, I did not lake 
tim^ to think. 

Phil. For that matter, Hylas, you may take what time 
you please in reviewing the progress of our inquiry. YoU 
are at liberty to recover any slips you might have madei 
or offer whatever you have omitted which makes for your 
first opinion. 

Hyl. One great oversight I take to be this — that I did 
not sufficiently distinguish the object from the sensation- 
Now, though this latter may not exist without the mindj 
yet it will not thence follow that the former cannot. 

Phil. What object do you mean? The object of ths 
senses ? 

Hyl. The same. 

Phil, It is then immediately perceived ? 

Hyl. Right. 
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Phil, Make me to understand the difference between 
what is immediately perceived, and a sensation. 

ITyl. The sensation I take to be an act of the mind per- 
ceivii^g : besides which, there is something perceived ; and 
this I call the abject. For example, there is red and yellow 
on that tulip. Hut then the act of perceiving those colours 
is in me only, jnd Pot in the tulip. 

Phil. What tulip do you speak of? Is it that which 
you sec? 

Zfy/. The same. 

Phil. And what do you see be.side colour, figure, and 
extension ? 

Nothing. 

Phil. What you would say then is that the red and yellow 
are coexistent with the extension ; is it not ? 

Hyl. That is not all j I would say they have a real exist- 
ence without the mind, in some unthinking substance. 

Phil. That the colours are really in the tulip which I see 
is manifest. Neither can it be denied that this tulip may 
exist independent of your mind or mine j but, that any 
immediate object of the senses — that is, any idea, or ■com- 
bination of ideas — should exist in an unthinking substance, 
or exterior to all minds, is in itself an evident contradiction. 
Nor can I imagine how this follows from what you said 
just now, to wit, that the red and yellow were on the 
tulip yau sazv, since you do not pretend to see that un- 
thinking substance. 

Ilyl. You have an artful way, PMlonous, of diverting our 
inquiry from the subject. 

Phil. I see you have no mind to be pressed that way. 
To return then to your distinction between sensation and 
object-, if I take you right, you distinguish in every per- 
ception two things, the one an action of the mind, the 
other not. 

Jlyl. True. 


1.3 
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Phil. And this action cannot exist in, or belong to, any 
unthinking thing j but, whatever beside is implied in a 
perception may ? 

Hyl. That is my meaning. 

/ Phil. So that if there was a perception without any act 
'of the mind, it w'ere possible such a perception should exist 
in an unthinking substance ? ' ? 

Hyl. I giant it. But it is impossible there should be 
such a perception. 

Phil. When is the mind said to be active ? 

Hyl. When it produces, puts an end to, or changes, 
anything. 

Phil. Can the_ mind produce, discontinue, or change 
anything, but by an act of the will ? 

Hyl. It cannot. 

Phil. The mind therefore is to be accounted active in 
its perceptions so far forth as volition is included in 
them ? 

Hyl. It is. 

Phil. In plucking this flower I am active ; because I do 
it by the motion of my hand, which was consequent upon 
my volition j so likewise in applying it to my nose. But is 
either of these smelling ? 

Hyl. No. 

Phil. I act too in drawing the air through my nosej 
because my breathing so rather than otherwise is the effect 
of my volition. But neither can this be called smelling-. 
for, if it tvere, I should smell every time I breathed in that 
manner ? 

Hyl. True. 

Phil. Smelling then is somewhat consequent to all this ? 

Hyl. It is. 

PhU. But I do not find ray will concerned any faither. 
Whatever more there is — as that I perceive such a paiticular 
smell, or any smell at all — this is independent of my will. 
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and therein I am altogether passive. Do you find it othei- 
wise with you, JSylas ? 

Ifyl. No, the very same. 

Flul. Then, as to seeing, is it not in your power to open 
your eyes, or keep them shut ; to turn them this or that 
way? 

Byl. Without doubt. 

Phil, lJut, doth it in like manner depend on your will 
that in looking on this flower you perceive while rather than 
any other colour ? Or, directing your open eyes towards 
yonder part of the heaven, can you avoid seeing the sun ? 
Or is light or darkness the efl'ect of your volition ? 

Hyl. No certainly. 

Phil. You are then in these respects altogether passive ? 

Ilyl. I am. 

Phil. Tell me now, whether seeing consists in perceiving 
light and colours, or in opening and turning the eyes ? 

Hyl. Without doubt, in the former. 

Phil. Since therefore you are in the very perception of 
light and colours altogether passive, what is become o£ that 
actiop you were speaking of as an ingredient in every sensa- 
tion ? And, doth it not follow from your own concessions, 
that the perception of light and colours, including no action 
in it, may exist in an unperceiving substance? And is not 
this a plain contradiction ? 

Syl. I know not what to think of it. 

Phil. Besides, since you distinguish the active and passive 
in every perception, you roust do it in that of pain. But 
how is it possible that pain, be it as little active as you 
please, should exist in an unperceiving substance? In 
short, do but consider the point, and then confess in- 
genuously, whether light and colours, tastes, sounds, &c., 
arc not all equally passions oi sensations in the soul. You 
may indeed call them external objects, and give them in 
words what subsistence you please. But, examine your 
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own thoughts, and then tell me whether it be not as 
I say ? 

ITyl. I acknowledge, Philonous, that, upon a fair observa- 
tion of what passes in my mind, I can discover nothing else 
but that I am a thinking being, affected with variety of sen- 
sations j neither is it possible to conceive how a sensation 
should exist in an unpcrcc/ving substance.--But then, on 
the other hand, when 1 look on sensible things in a different 
view, considering them as so many modes and qualities, 
I find it necessary to suppose a material substratum^ without 
which they cannot be conceived to exist. 

Phil. Material substratum call you it? Pray, by which 
of your senses came you acquainted with that being ? 

Hyl. It is not itself sensible j its modes and qualities 
only being perceived by the senses. 

Phil. I presume then it was by reflection and reason you 
obtained the idea of it ? 

Hyl. I do not pretend to any proper positive idea of it. 

, However, I conclude it exists, because qualities ca nnot be 
conceived to exist without a suppor t. 

Phil It seems then you have only a relative notjon of 
it, or that you conceive it not otherwise than by conceiving 
the relation it bears to sensible qualities ? 

Hyl. Right. 

Phil. Be pleased therefore to let me know wherein that 
relation consists. 

Hyl. Is it not sufficiently expressed in the term substratum, 
or substance ? 

Phil. If so, the word substratum should import that it 
is spread under the sensible qualities or accidents ? 

Hyl. True. 

Phil And consequently under extension ? 

Hyl. I own it. 

Phil. It is therefore somewhat in its own nature entirely 
distinct from extension ? 
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Hyl. I tell you, extension is only a inode, and Matter 
is something that supports modes. And is it not evident 
the thing supported is different from the thing supporting? 

PAtl. So that something distinct from, and exclusive of, 
extension is supposed to be tlie subslralum of extension ? 

Hyl. Just so. 

Phil. Answer mc,'^IIylas. Can a thing he spread without 
extension? or is not the idea of extension necessarily 
included in spreading} 

JlyL It is. 

Phil. Whatsoever thciefoic you suppose spread under 
anything must have in itself an c.\tension distinct from the 
extension of that thing under which it is spread ? 

Hyl. It must. 

Phil Consequently, every corporeal substance being the 
substratum of extension must have in itself another exten- 
sion, by which it is qualified to be a substratum \ and so on 
to infinity ? And I ask whether this be not absurd in itself, 
and repugnant to what you granted just now, to wit, that 
the substratum was something distinct from and exclusive 
of extension ? 

Hyl. Aye but, Philonous, you take me wrong. I do not 
mean that Matter is spread in a gross lileial sense under 
extension. The word substratum is used only to expiess 
in general the same thing with substance. 

Phil. Well then, let us examine the relation implied in 
the term substance. Is it not that it stands under accidents ? 

Hyl. The vciy same. 

Phil. But, that one thing may stand under or support 
another, must it not be extended ? 

Hyl. It must. 

Phil. Is not therefoie this supposition liable to the same 
absurdity with the forinei ? 

IJyl. You still take things in a stiicl liteial sense; that 
is not fair, Philonous. 
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Phil. I am not for imposing any sense on your words ; 
you are at liberty to explain them as you please. Only, 
I beseech you, make me understand something by them. 
You tell me Matter supports or stands under acdidents. 
How ! is it as your legs support your body ? 

Hyl. No j that is the literal sense. 

Phil. Pray let me know any sense, literal or not literal, 
that you understand it in. . . . How long must I wait for 
an answer, Hylas ? 

Hyl. I declare I know not what to say. I once thought 
I understood well enough what was meant by Matter’s sup- 
porting accidents. But now, the more I think on it the less 
can I comprehend it j in short I find that I know nothing 
of it. 

Phil. It seems then you have no idea at all, neither 
relative nor positive, of Matter; you know neither what 
it is in itself, nor what relation it bears to accidents ? 

Hyl. I acknowledge it. 

Phil. And yet you asserted that you could not conceive 
hoy qualities or accidents should really exist, without con- 
ceiving at the same time a material support of them ? 

Hyl. I did. 

Phil. That is to say, when you conceive the real existenee 
of qualities, you do withal conceive something which you 
cannot conceive? 

Hyl. I was wrong I own. But still I fear there is some 
fallacy or other. Pray what think you of this ? It is just 
come into my head that the ground of all our mistake lies 
in your treating of each quality by itself. Now, I grant that 
each quality cannot singly subsist without the mind. Colour 
cannot without extension, neither can figure without some 
other sensible quality. But, as the several qualities united 
or blended together form entire sensible things, nothing 
binders why such things may not be supposed to exist 
without the mind. 
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P/u'l. Either, Hylas^ you are jesting, or have a very bad 
memory. Though indeed we went through all the qualities 
by name one after another; yet my arguments, or rather 
your ‘concessions, nowhere tended to prove that the 
Secondary Qualities did not subsist each alone by itself; 
but, that they were not at all without the mind. Indeed, 
in treating of figure® and motion we concluded they could 
not exist without the mind, because it was impossible even 
in thought to separate them from all secondary qualities, so 
as to conceive them existing by themselves. But then this 
was not the only argument made use of upon that occasion. 
But (to pass by all that hath been hitherto said, and reckon 
it for nothing, if you will have it so) I am content to put 
the whole upon this issue. If you can conceive it possible 
for any mixture or combination of qualities, or any sensible 
object whatever, to exist without the mind, then I will grant 
it actually to be .so. 

Hyl, If it comes to that the point will soon be decided. 
Wliat more easy than to conceive a tree or house existing 
by Itself, independent of, and unperccived by, any mind 
whatsoever ? I do at this present time conceive them exist- 
ing after that manner. 

Phil How say you, Hylas^ can you see a thing which 
is at the same time unseen ? 

Hyl No, that were a contradiction. 

Phil Is it not as great a contradiction to talk of conceiving 
a thing which is u/tconceived? 

Hyl It is. 

Phil The tree or house therefore which you think of is 
conceived by you? 

Hyl How should it be otherwise? 

Phil And what is conceived is surely in the mind ? 

Hyl Without question, that which is conceived is in the 
mind. 

P'il How then came you to say, jou conceived a 
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house or tree existing independent and out of all minds 
whatsoever? 

Hyl. That was I own an oversight ; but slay, let me 
consider what led me into it — It is a pleasant mistake 
enough. As I was thinking of a tree in a solitary place 
where no one was present to see it, methought that was 
to conceive a tree as existing unperceiveci or unthought 
of — not con.sidering that I myself conceived it all the 
while. Hut now I plainly see that all I ean do is to 
frame ideas in my own mind. I may indeed conceive 
in my own thoughts the idea of a tree, or a house, or 
a mountain, but that is all. And this is far from proving 
that I can conceive them existing out of the minds of all 
Sfirits, 

Fhil, You aclmowledge then that you cannot possibly 
conceive how any one corporeal sensible thing should exist 
otherwise than in a mind ? 

Hyl. I do. 

Phil, And yet you will earnestly contend for the truth 
of that which you cannot so much as conceive ? 

Hyl. I piofess I know not what to think ; but stili, there 
are some scruples remain with me. Is it not certain I see 
things at a distance? Do we not perceive the stars and 
moon, for example, to be a great way off? Is not this, I say, 
manifest to the senses ? 

Phil, Do you not in a dream too perceive those or the 
like objects ? 

Hyl. I do. 

Phil. And have they not then the same appearance of 
being distant ? 

Hyl. They have. 

Phil. But you do not thence conclude the apparitions in 
a dream to be without the mind ? 

Ilyl, By no means. 

Phil. You ought not therefore to conclude that sensible 
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objects are without the mind, from their appearance or 
manner wherein they are peiceived. 

ITyl. I acknowledge it. But doth not my sense deceive 
me in fhose cases ? 

Phil. By no means. The idea or thing which you imme- 
diately perceive, neither sense nor reason informs you that 
it actually exisls'without the mind. By sense you only know 
that you are affected with such certain sensations of light 
and colour, &c. And these you will not say are without 
the mind. 

Syl. True : hut, he.side all that, do you not think the 
sight suggests something of oulness or distance} 

Phil. Upon approaching a distant object, do the visible 
size and figure change perpetually, or do they appear the 
same at all distances ? 

Ifyl. They are in a continual change. 

Phil. Sight therefore doth not suggest or any way inform 
you that the visible object you immediately perceive exists 
at a distance, or will be perceived when you advance 
farther onward ; there being a continued series of visible 
objectg succeeding each other during the whole time of your 
approach. 

Ilyl. It doth not ; but still I know, upon seeing an object, 
what object I shall perceive after having passed over a 
certain distance : no matter whether it be exactly the same 
or no: there is still something of distance suggested in 
the case. 

Phil, Good Jlylas, do but reflect a little on the point, 
and then tell me whether there be any more in it than this : 
— From the ideas you actually perceive by sight, you have 
by experience learned to collect what other ideas you will 
(according to the standing oidci of nature) be affected with, 
aftei such a certain succession of time and motion. , 

Jlyl. Upon the whole, I take it to be nothing else. 

Phil. Now, is it not plain that if we suppose a man born 
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blind was on a sudden made to see, he could at first have 
no experience of what may be suggested by sight ? 

Jffyl. It is. 

jPhil. He would not then, according to you, hsfve any 
notion of distance annexed to the things he saw ; but would 
take them for a new set of sensations existing only m his 
mind ? - 

Hyl. It is undeniable. 

PAif. But, to make it still more plain: is not distanee 
a hue turned endwise to the eye ? 

IlyL It is. 

Phil. And can a line so situated be perceived by sight? 

Hyl. It cannot. 

PMl. Doth it not therefore follow that distance is not 
properly and immediately perceived by sight ? 

Hyl. It should seem so. 

Phil. Again, is it your opinion that colours arc at a 
distance ? 

Plyl. It must be acknowledged they are only in the mind. 

Phil. But do not colours appear to the eye as coexistmg 
in the same place with extension and figures ? 

Hyl. They do. 

Phil. How can you then conclude from sight that figures 
exist without, when you acknowledge colours do not ; the 
sensible appearance being the very same with regard to both ? 

Hyl. I' know not what to answer. 

Phil. But, allowing that distance was truly and imme- 
diately perceived by the mind, yet it would not thence 
follow it existed out of the mind, gor, whatever is, 
immediately perceived is an idea : and can any idea exist 
out o^F t E elnmcr? ' ’ 

Hyl. To suppose that were absuid: but, inform me, 
PkilonoHs, can wc perceive or know nothing beside our 
ideas ? 

Phil. As for the rational deducing of causes from effects, 
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that is beside our inquiry. And, by the senses you can best 
tell whether you perceive anything which is not immediately 
perceived. And I ask you, whether the things immediately 
perceived are other than your own sensations or ideas? 
You have indeed more than once, in the course of this 
conversation, declared yourself on those points; but you 
seem, by this last q«estion, to have departed from what 
you then thought. 

Hyl. To speak the truth, Philonous, 1 think there are two 
kinds of objects: — the one perceived immediately, which 
are likewise called ideas j the other are real things or external 
objects, perceived by the mediation of ideas, which are their 
images and representations. Now, I own ideas do not exist 
without the mind ; but the latter sort of objects do. I am 
sorry I did not think of this distinction sooner ; it would 
probably have cut short your discourse. 

Phil. Are those external objects peiceived by sense, or 
by some other faculty ? 

Hyl, They are perceived by sense, 

Phil. How ! is there anything perceived by sense which 
is not immediately perceived ? * 

Jlyl." Yes, Philonous, in some sort there is. For example, 
when I look on a picture or statue of Julius Ctesar, I may 
be said after a manner to peiceive him (though not imme- 
diately) by my senses. 

Phil. It seems then you will have our ideas, which alone 
are immediately perceived, to be pictures of external things : 
and that these also are perceived by sense, inasmuch as they 
have a conformity or resemblance to our ideas ? 

Jlyl. That is my meaning. 

Phil. And, in the same way that Julius Cmsar, in himself 
invisible, is nevertheless perceived by sight; real things, 
in themselves impeiceptible, are perceived by sense. 

JJyl. Ill the very same. 

Phil. Tell me, Ilylas, when you behold the picture of 
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Julius Csesar, do you see with your eyes any more than some 
colours and figures, with a certain symmetry and composi- 
tion of the whole? 

Hyl. Nothing else. , 

Phil. And would not a man who had never known 
anything of Julius Caesar see as much? 

Ilyl. lie would. r 

Phil. Consequently he hath his sight, and the use of it, 
in as perfect a degree as you ? 

Ilyl. I agree with you. 

Phil. Whence comes it then that your thoughts are 
directed to the Roman emperor, and his are not? This 
cannot proceed from the sensations or ideas of sense by 
you then perceived ; since you acknowledge you have no 
advantage over him in that respect. It should seem 
therefore to proceed from reason and memory: should 
it not ? 

Hyl. It should. 

Phil. Consequently, it will not follow from that instance 
that anything is perceived by sense which is not immediately 
perceived. Though I grant we may, in one acceptation, be 
said to perceive sensible things mediately by sense— 'that is, 
when, from a frequently perceived connexion, the immediate 
perception of ideas by one sense suggests to the mind others, 
perhaps belonging to another sense, which are wont to be 
connected with them. For instance, when I hear a coach 
drive along the streets, immediately I perceive only the 
sound j but, from the experience I have had that such 
a sound is connected with a coach, I am said to hear the 
coach. It is nevertheless evident that, in truth and strict- 
ness, nothing can be heard but sound ; and the coach is not 
then properly perceived by sense, but suggested from 
experience. So likewise when we are said to see a red- 
hot bar of iron ; the solidity and heat of the iron are not 
the objects of sight, but suggested to the imagination by the 
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colour and figure which are properly perceived by that sense. 
In short, those things alone are actually and strictly per- 
ceived by any sense, which would have been perceived in 
case tlyit same sense had then been first conferred on us. 
As for other things, it is plain they are only suggested to the 
mind by experience, grounded on former perceptions. But, 
to return to your cot^jparison of Caeisar’s picture, it is plain, 
if you keep to that, you must hold the real things or arche- 
types of our ideas are not perceived by sense, but by s/mie 
internal faculty of the soul, as reason or memoiy. I would 
therefore fain know what aiguments you can draw from 
reason for the existence of what you call real things or 
material objects. Or, whether you remember to have seen 
them formerly as they are in themselves ; or, if you have 
heard or read of any one that did. 

Hyl. I see, Fhilonous, you are disposed to raillery j but 
that will never convince me. 

Fhil. My aim is only to learn from you the way to come 
at the knowledge of material behtgs. Whatever we perceive 
is perceived immediately or mediately : by sense ; or by 
reason and reflection. But, as you have excluded seflse, 
pray shew me what reason you have to believe tlieir exist- 
ence; or what medium you can possibly make use of to 
prove it, either to mine or your own undeistanding. 

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, Fhilonous, now I consider the 
point, I do not find I can give you any good reason for it. 
But, thus much seems pretty plain, that it is at least possible 
such things may really exist. And, as long as there is no 
absurdity in supposing them, I am resolved to believe as 
I did, till you bring good reasons to the contrary. 

Fhil. What ! is it come to this, that you only believe the 
existence of material objects, and that your belief is founded 
barely on the possibility of its being true? Then you will 
have me bring reasons against it: thougli another would 
think it reasonable the proof should lie on him who holds 
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the affirmative. And, after all, this very point which you 
are now resolved to maintain, without any reason, is in effect 
what you have more than once during this discourse seen 
good reason to give up. But, to pass over all tjjis; if 
I understand you rightly, you say our ideas do not exist 
without the mind; but that they are copies, images, or 
representations, of certain originals thafc do ? 

Byl. You take me right. 

Phil. They are then like external things ? 

Hyl. They are. 

Phil. Have those things a stable and permanent nature, 
independent of our senses; or are they in a perpetual 
change, upon our producing any motions in our bodies — 
suspending, exerting, or altering, our faculties or organs 
of sense ? 

Hyl. Real things, it is plain, have a fixed and real nature, 
which remains the same notwithstanding any change in our 
senses, or in the posture and motion of our bodies ; which 
indeed may affect the ideas in our minds, but it were absurd 
to think they had the same effect on things existing without 
the'mind. 

Phil. How then is it possible that things perpetually 
fleeting and variable as our ideas should be copies or images 
of anything fixed and constant? Or, in other words, since 
all sensible qualities, as size, figure, colour, &c., that is, our 
ideas, are continually changing upon every alteration in the 
distance, medium, or instruments of sensation; how can 
any determinate material objects be properly represented 
or painted forth by several distinct things, each of which 
is so different from and unlike the rest? Or, if you 
say it resembles some one only of our ideas, how shall 
we be able to distinguish the true copy from all the false 
ones? 

Hyl, I profess, Philonous, I am at a loss. I know not 
what to say to thi& 
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I’M. But neither is this ail. Which are material objects 
in themselves — perceptible or imperceptible ? 

Ify/. Properly and immediately nothing can be perceived 
but ideas. All material things, therefore, are in themselves 
insensible, and to be perceived only by our ideas. 

PM. Ideas then aie sensible, and their archetypes or 
originals insensible ? • 

£^l. Right. 

Phil But how can that which is sensible be like that 
which is insensible? Can a real thing, in itself invisible, 
be like a colour \ or a real thing, which is not audible, be 
like a soundl In a word, can anything be like a sensation 
or idea, but another sensation or idea ? 

llyl I must own, I think not. 

Phil Is it possible there should be any doubt on the 
point? Do you not perfectly know your own ideas ? 

Hyl I know them perfectly ; since what I do not perceive 
or know can be no part of my idea. 

Phil Consider, therefore, and examine them, and then 
tell me if there be anything in them which can exist without 
the mind ? or if you can conceive anything like them exisling 
withoift the mind ? 

Idyl Upon inquiry, I find it is impossible for me to 
conceive or understand how anything but an idea can be 
like an idea. And it is most evident that no idea can exist 
without the mind. 

Phil You are therefore, by your principles, forced to 
deny the reality of sensible things; since you made it to 
consist in an absolute existence exterior to the mind. 
That is to say, you are a downright sceptic. So I have 
gained my point, which was to shew your principles led 
to Scepticism. 


Ifyl You say your own soul supplies you with some sort 
of an idea or image of God. But, at the .same time, you 
s. D. 1341'" M 



ibz 


SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY 


acknowledge you have, prcjperly speaking, no idea of your 
own soul. You even affirm lliat spirits are a sort of beings 
altogether different from ideas. Consequently that no idea 
can be like a spirit. We have therefore no idea of any 
spirit. You admit nevertheless that there is spiritual 
Substance, although you have no idea of it; while you 
deny there can be such a thing as' material Substanfce, 
because you have no notion or idea of it. Is this fair 
dealing? To act consistently, you must either admit 
Matter or reject Spirit. What say you to this? 
jPkil. I say, in the fimt place, that I do not deny the 
Existence of material substance, merely because I have no 
notion of it, but be ca use the notion of it is inconsistent ; 
or, in other words, because it is repugnant that there should 
be a notion of it. Many things, for ought I know, may 
exist, whereof neither I nor any other man hath or can have 
any idea or notion whatsoever. But then those things must 
be possible j that is, nothing inconsistent must be included 
in their definition. I say, secondly, that, although we 
believe things to exist which we do not perceive, yet we 
may not believe that any particular thing exists, without 
some reason for such belief: but I have no reaSon for 
believing the existence of Matter. I have no immediate 
intuition thereof: neither can I immediately from my 
sensations, ideas, notions, actions, or passions, infer an 
unthinking, unperceiving, inactive Substance— either by 
probable deduction, or necessary consequence. Whereas 
the b^ing of my Self, that is, my own soul, mind, o r 
thinking principle. I evidently Icnow hy r.eflectinn. You 
will forgive me if I repeat the same things in answer to the 
same objections. In the very notion or definition of 
material Substance^ there is included a manifest repugnance 
and inconsistency. But this cannot be said of the notion 
of Spirit That ideas should exist in what doth not per- 
ceive, or be produced by what doth not act, is repugnant. 
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But, it is no repugnancy to say that a perceiving thing should 
l^the subject ofidcas, or ait active thing the cause of them, 
It is gianted we. have nei ther an immediate evidence, nor 
a, demonstrative knowledge of t he existenc e .of„Qther.fijnite 
spirits ; but it will not thence follow that such spiiits are 
on a foot with material substances : if to suppose the one 
be' inconsistent, and “it be not inconsistent to suppose the 
other j if the one can be inferred by no argument, and 
there is a probability for the other j if we sec signs and 
effects indicating distinct finite agents like oiti’selves, and 
see no sign or symptom whatever that leads to a rational 
belief of material Substance. 1 say, lastly, that I hmeu 
notion of Spirit, though I have not, strictly speaking, an 
idea of it. I do not perceive it as an idea, or by means of 
an idea, but know it by reflection. 

Ifyl. Notwithstanding all you have said, to mo it seems 
that, according to your own way of thinking, and in conse- 
quence of your own principles, it should follow that you are 
only a system of floating ideas, without any sphstance to 
support them. Words are not to be used without a meaning. 
And as there is no more meaning in spmtml Substanct 
than in material Substance, the one is to be exploded as well 
as the other. 

Phil. How o ften mu st I repeat, that T kno uLor am 
conscious of my own being ; and tliat I mvself am not mv 
i^as, hut som ewhat else— a thinking, active principle that 
perceives, knows, wi lls, ' andToperates about ideas. I know 
that I, one and the same self, perceive both colours and 
sounds ; that a colour cannot perceive a sound, nor a sound 
a colour: that I am therefore one individual principle, 
distinct from colour and sound ; and, for the same reason, 
from all other sensible things and inert ideas. But, I am 
not in like manner conscious either of the existence or 
essence of Matter. On the contrary, I know that nothing 
inconsistent can exist, and that the existence of Matter 
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implies an inconsistency. Farther, I know what I mean 
when I affirm that there is a spiritual substance or support 
of ideas ; that is, that a spirit knows and perceives ideas. 
But, I do not know what is meant when it is said that an 
unperceiving substance hath inherent in it and supports 
either ideas or the archetypes of ideas. There is there- 
fore upon the whole no paiity of casC between Spirit and 
Matter. 


Jlyl. I must needs own, JPhilo7tous, nothing seems to 
have kept me from agreeing with you moie than somehow 
mhtakhtg the question. In denying Matter, at fiist glimpse 
I am tempted to imagine you deny the things we see and 
feel: but, upon reflection, find there is no ground for it. 
Wliat think you, therefore, of retaining the name Matter, 
and applying it to sensible things} This may be done 
without any change in your sentiments : and, believe me, 
it would be a means of leconciling them to some persons 
who may be more shocked at an innovation in woids than 
in opinion. 

Phil. With all my heait: retain the word Matter, and 
apply it to the objects of sense, if you please j provided 
you do not attribute to them any subsistenc e distinct from 
t heir te ing- perceiv ed. I shall never quarrelwItB' you IST 
an expression. Matter, or material substance, are terms 
introduced by philosophers ; and, as used by them, imply 
a sort of independency, or a subsistence distinct from being 
perceived by a mind: but are never used by common 
people ; or, if ever, it is to signify the immediate objects of 
sense. One would think, therefore, so long as the names 
of all particular things, with the terms sensible, substance, 
body, stuff, and the like, are retained, the word Matter 
should he never missed in common talk. And in philo- 
sophical discourses it seems the best way to leave it quite 
out : since there is not, perhaps, any one thing that hath 
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more favoured and strengthened the depra\ed bent of the 
mind towards Atheism than the use of that general confused 
term. 

Hyli Well but, PhilomiiSy since I am content to give up 
the notion of an unthinking substance exterior to the mind, 
I think you ought not to deny mo the privilege of using the 
word Matter as I please, and annexing it to a collection of 
sensible qualities subsisting only in the mind. I freely own 
there is no other substance, in a strict sense, than Spirit. 
But I have been so lf>ng accustomed tf> the term Matter 
that I know not how to part with it. To say, there is no 
Matter in the world, is still shocking to me. Whereas one 
may say, There is no Matter., if by that ternr be meant an 
unthinking substance existing without the mind : but if by 
Matter is meant some sensible thing, whose existence 
consists in being perceived, then there is Matter. This 
distinction gives it quite another turn ; and men will come 
into your notions with small difficulty, when they are pro- 
posed in that manner. For, after all, the controversy about 
Matter, in the strict acceptation of it, lies altogether between 
you and the philosophers ; whose Principles, I acknowledge, 
are not near so natural, or so agreeable to the common 
sense of mankind, and Holy Scripture, as yours. There 
is nothing we either desire or shun but as it makes, or 
is apprehended to make, some part of our happiness or 
misery. But what hath happiness or misery, joy or grief, 
pleasure or pain, to do with Absolute Existence; or with 
unknown Entities, abstracted from all lelation to us ? It is 
evident, things regard us only as they are pleasing or dis- 
pleasing : and they can please or displease only so far forth 
as they are perceived. Farther, therefore, we are not con- 
cerned ; and thus far you leave things as you found them. 
Ycl still there is something new in this doctrine. It is plain, 
I do not now think with the philosophers, nor yet altogether 
with the vulgar. I would know how the case stands in that 
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respect ; precisely, what you have added to, or altered in 
my former notions. 

Phil. I do not pretend to be a setter-up of new notions. 
My endeavours tend only to unite and place in a clearer 
light that truth which was before shared between the vulgar 
and the philosophers : — the former being of opinion, that 
those things they immediately perceive fare the real things; 
and the lattci, that the things immediately perceived are ideas 
which exist only tn the mind. Which two notions, put 
together, do, in effect, constitute the substance of what 
I advance. 

Hyl. I have been a long time distrusting my senses; 
incthought I saw things by a dim light, and through false 
glasses. Now the glasses are removed, and a new light 
breaks in upon my understanding. I am clearly convinced 
that I see things in their native forms, and am no longer 
ill pain about their unhimvn natures or absolute existence. 
This is the state I find myself in at present : though, indeed, 
the course that brought me to it I do not yet thoroughly 
comprehend. You set out upon the same principles that 
Aca'demics, Cartesians, and the like sects usually do ; and 
for a long time it looked as if you weic advancing their 
Philosophical Scepticism ; but, in the end, your conclusions 
are directly opposite to theirs. 

Phil. You see, Hylas, the water of yonder fountain, how 
it is forced upwards, in a round column, to a certain height ; 
at which it breaks, and falls back into the basin from whence 
it rose ; its 'ascent as well as descent proceeding from 
the same uniform law or principle of gravitation. Just 
so, the same Principles which, at first view, lead to 
Scepticism, puisued to a certain point, bring men back 
to Common Sense. 
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PREf^ATORY NOTE 


The JEssay towards a Nm Theory of Vision was {)ub- 
lishcd in 1709, a year before the Principles. It is the first 
in chronological order of those writings of Herkcley, illus- 
trated in the Second Part of the Selections^ which,— ^osten- 
sibly concerned with the Visible World, the psychology of 
the Senses and sense-suggestion, — treat by implication of 
the philosophy of Science, and ultimately of our knowledge 
of God. Twenty-three years after the publication of the 
juvenile Theosy of Vision, theological inferences involved 
in that theory were deduced in Akifhron, or the Minute 
Philosopher, in a Dialogue on the Visible World interpreted 
as the language of God. And in the following year this 
thought was pursued in the Theoiy of Visual Language 
Further Vindicated and Explained. The selections which 
follow are taken from these three works, harmonised by 
the foregoing I’hilosophical Principles. 

According to Berkeley’s Principles, the supposition that 
Matter exists independently of a percipient mind is un- 
intelligible : it involves the absurdity of experience existing 
without any one living to make experience real. 

Yet all bodies exist ‘without mind,’ if what is meant 
by ‘ without ’ is, that they are extended or exist ‘ in space.’ 
And that they thus exist in space, or consist of partes extra 
partes, cannot be doubled. Do we not see them so existing 
in seeing that they are extended j and also in seeing that 
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each exlra-organic body is placed relatively to other extra- 
organic bodies, and to the living body of the percipient? 
What, Berkeley asks, is the deepest and truest meaning of 
* outness ’ or ' externality and is the ouiwardness of bodies 
originally seen? This question leads us into the heart of 
the psychology of external perception. 

The New Theory of Visioti is so fcr Berkeley’s ansr<!er. 
But in it he holds in reserve the bolder doctrine of his 
book of Trinciples, namely, that the material world cannot 
in any of its qualities exist out of living perception : he is 
satisfied with the more limited conclusion, that coloured ex- 
ieiision is dependent on a percipient who can see. The claim 
to independent externality on behalf of what rs perceived by 
iouch is meanwhile postponed. He argues that, because 
outwardness is unintelligible apart from the experience we 
have when we touch things and move our bodies, therefore 
it cannot be perceived originally by sisht. This argument 
should be examined critically by the student, as a central 
part of the psychology of the Senses and the rise of mere 
sense-perception into physical science. 

Berkeley's account of the Visible Woild advances from 
the things of sense in their relation to our organism, 
through their natural laws as interpreted in the physical 
sciences, to our faith in Divine or Universal Mind, as the 
philosophical explanation of all changes of the sensible 
world, and therefore as the ultimate ratiomk of sense- 
perception. So our power of seeing things in ‘ambient 
space ’ is virtually a power of seeing interpietable signs of 
the constant agency of God^ 

"ll^The Essay on Vision yeas the first elaborate attempt to 
show that our ordinary visual perceptions of extended things 
are not our original perceptions of Sight; that they are 
expectations which are so connected with what we see, 
that sight becomes foresight. According to Adam Smith 
this theory is ‘one of the finest examples of philosophical 
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analysis that is to be found either in our own or in any 
other language.’ ’ ‘ Whatever I say upon the subject,’ he 
adds, ‘if not directly borrowed from Berkeley, has been 
suggested by what he has said.’ Bcikelcy refers the 
early growth of our knowledge of space, in its three 
dimensions of length, breadth, and thickness, to ideas 
of contact, niuscukut resistance, and locomotive clfoit that 
are suggested by visual sensations, with which they have 
been connected in our experience. The former in pioccss 
of time by habit come to do duty for the latter; so that 
we can be admonished by this language seeing of what 
sensations of touch will affect us, at such and such 
distances of time, in consequence of such and such 
actions. 

Berkeley started with the assumption that Colour is the 
proper and direct object of sight. Without denying that 
the colour we see is superficially extended, he analysed 
coloured extension, in older to show that this extension is 
different in kind from the extension presented to us in 
touch, in which he holds that real ‘outness’ consists. 
He argues that when one sees a thing ‘at a distance,' he is 
really ’foreseeing coming sensations, of which what he secs 
are the signs. Seeing becomes predicting. If people never 
experienced locomotive scnsation.s, they could not under- 
stand what the word Space means ; for it means room to 
move /«,t-an idea we could not have had without experi- 
ence of movement. »The so-called ‘sight’ of outwardness 
is therefore power of interpreting 'visual phenomena. This 
power, he further argues, is (a) not instinctive ; (#) nor so 
connected with what we originally see that it can be 
realised a priori ; it is (r) gradually suggested, in the same 
way as words suggest their meanings in human languages^ 

This is the answer given by Berkeley to the question. 
How it comes to pass that we learn to perceive, by what we 
sec, what is not seen ; and what indeed neither resembles, nor 
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causes, nor is caused by, nor has any necessary connexion 
with what is seen ? This answer implies that what we see 
is connected with its tactual meaning by natural law j not 
merely by the tendency to associate ideas that have by 
accident often been together in our experience. The ulti- 
mate reason of Law in Nature, or the philosophy of natural 
Science (almost unconsciously on the* part of Berkeley)" is 
thus proposed for reflcctioa Natural law is resolved into 
divinely established connexion among the phenomena 
of which nature is composed: this connexion is said 
to be ‘arbitrary,’ because God might have made the law 
different. This arbitrariness is what Berkeley intends in 
his metaphor of external nature as ‘Visual Language.’ 
But the ‘arbitrariness’ must not be confounded with 
caprice; for it means the perfectly rational will of the 
Divine Agent. An important difference between the words 
of men, and the words daily addressed to us by God in the 
providential language of the senses is, that the connexion 
between human words and their meanings is due to human 
convention, whereas the connexion between what we see 
and the experience which in cotisequence we expect is grounded 
on faitli in the reasonable Will of God. As he puts it, 

visible ideas are tbe language whereby the Governing Spirit, 
m whom we depend, informs us what tangible ideas He is 
about to imprint upon us, in case we excite this or that 
motion in our own bodies.’ When applied to the phe- 
nomena presented in the five senses, and not merely in 
sight, this implies that Order in Nature is the expression 
of Divine Rational Will — tliat the Natural Government of 
thing.s is subordinate in the Divine System of the Universe 
to the Moral Government of persons— and that our knotv- 
Icdge of the natural laws of the material world cannot bu_ 
a priori, but must be gathered by experiment, t 

■vBerkeley’s psychological analysis of seeing implies that if 
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a person born blind were suddenly endowed with sight, he 
could ai first have no knowledge of visual outness; that 
the visible world must all seem to be ‘ in his mind/ prior 
to further experience./ This is a conclusion which might 
be tested by experiments on individuals as well as by mental 
analysis. Appiopriate tests would be— (a) cases of born- 
bfind persons who hiive been made to see ; (i) the imagina- 
tion of space possessed by the born-blind ; (r) experiments on 
persons able to see, but who had no sense of movement 
(if such persons could Ire found) ; [d') facts of .sight in human 
infants ; (<?) in the lower animals. Berkeley contributes no 
original obseivations gathered on any of these fields. 

His discussions on Visual Signs and their interpretation 
may be used by the student as aids to the study of the 
human mind in its ascent from the Five Senses and their 
original perceptions, by sensuous Imagination through 
suggestion ; inductive discovery of laws in Nature, with the 
ground in reason of scientific inferences ; all culminating in 
recognition of the relation between natural order and the 
Supreme Active Reason that operates beyond and within 
Nature.) 

In tire ‘Dialogue on Visual Language’ which follows the 
selections from the ‘NewTheoiy,’ the subject is unfolded 
in its theological relations. >The significant phenomena pre- 
sented in sight are taken as striking illustrations of the 
omnipresent agency of God, and as affording the same 
sort of assurance of the presence of God as we have of the 
presence of our fellow men when they stand before us and 
speak to iis.> 

I have appended to the Second Part some extracts from 
Berkeley’s ‘Vindication’ of this conception of Vision as 
Divine Language— the last philosophical publication of his 
middle life, which appeared in 1733, in which, with added 
explanations, the subject is presented in some fresh lights. 
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The rationale of Theism that is offered in Berkeley’s 
visual psychology lies in his treatment of Natural Order 
as virtually the language of omnipresent Deity. He leaves 
too much in the background the still deeper conception 
of Omnipotent Goodness in the omnipresent Power, and 
the ethico-thcological presupposition that is implied in our 
confidence in natural law and in the original constitution tif 
man. 



1 

A NEW THEORY OF VISION 


I. My di'sijin is {a) to shew the manner wheicin we 
perceive by Sight the Distance, Magnitude, and Situation of 
objects ; also {b) to consider the difference there is betwixt 
the ideas of Sight and Touch, and whethei there be any 
idea common to both senses 

a. It is, I think, agreed by all that Distance, of itself and 
immediately, cannot be seen. For, distance being a line 
directed endwise to the eye, it projects only one point in the 
fund of the eye, which point remains invariably the saihe, 
whether the distance be longer or shorter®. 

1 The design is, to compare the phenomena immediately presented in 
Sight with those immediately presented in Toucit, and to show how 
we learn gradually in seeing to apprehend invisible phenomena of the 
natural irarld. It is on analysis of the genesis of our adult perception 
of visible things. It is founded npan dedticUons from the laws and 
tendencies of the human mind, as these operate in the adult, but are 
latent in infancy. From this we arc natumlly led to considtr the 
office of all the Senses, and the expansion of sense-perceptiou in the 
formation of science, in connexion with this analysis of Sight, ‘ the most 
perfect and delightful ' of them. 

* Sect. 2-51 explain how we seem to ‘see’ Distance, or an interval 
between two points, one of which is invisililc. Sect, a takes for granted, 
but without distinct pioof or adequate (iefinitton of terms, that distance 
is necessarily invisible directly, and that it can be seen only through the 
medium of visual signs by wliitb it is suggested. Now the ' distance ’ 
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3. I find it also acknowledged that the estimate we make 
of the distance of objects considerably remote is rather an act 
of judgment ' grounded on experience than of sense. For 
example, when I perceive a great number of intermediate 
objects, such as houses, fields, rivers, and the like, which 
I have experienced to take up a considerable space, I thence 
form a judgment or conclusion, that the object I see beydhd 
them is at a great distance. Again, when an object appears 
faint and small which at a neiur distance I have experienced 
to make a vigorous and latge appearance, I instantly con- 
clude it to be far off. — And this, it is evident, is the result 
of experience ; without which, from the faintness and little- 
ness, I should not have inferred anything concerning the 
distance of objects \ 

intended seems to be space in its third dimension, i.e. depth, or 
outness from the eye in the line of sight; not snperRcinl extension. 
In relation to the distance which cannot be seen— vis. depth, or distance 
which is m the line of sight — the percipient is supposed to be at the 
end of a straight line, the interval lietween the two extremes of which 
must be invisible, because only one of them can be present. When 
we see superficial distance, on the other hand, we are at the side, and not 
at the end of the line — at a point where the distance forms a larger or 
smaller angle with the eye; so that this soil of distance i; called 
late) at, transvetse, or angular. Any distance that is strictly In the line 
of sight, in order to become visible, must, by n change in the point of 
view of the percipient, be as it were transformed into lateral distance, 
i. e. from a relation in the third dimension of space into plane superficial 
extension, hut it has then ceased to be the sort of distance that is 
invisible. 

Some of Beikeley’s crilics have referred to sect, a os if it fully stated 
bis famous ‘theory of vision,’ and also his 'argument in suppoit of it.' 
It is merely a statement of one of the alleged facts on which the theory 
rests. 

* See the account of what Locke calls Judgment (i. e. faith in 
probability), In his Essay, b. IV. eh. 14, 15, 16. Like Berkeley here, 
Locke opposes It, as ‘grounded on experience’ with its contingencies, 
to ksunoleJge JroJtr, which is due to intuition or to demonstration. 

* What docs Berkeley, here and in what follows, intend by ' necessary 
connexion ’ 7 Is it only a factitious, a posteriori necessity ; generated, as 
Hume would, say, by custom objectively manifested in nature, and con- 
sequent habit generated in the indlvldnal and the race? Or is it a 
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4. Bill, when an object is placed at so near a distance 
as that the interval between the eyes bears any sensible 
proporiion to it, the opinion of speculative men is, that 
the two optic axes (the fancy that we see only with one 
eye at once being exploded), concurring at the object, do 
there make an angle, by means of which, according as it 
is ‘greater or lesser, ti»c object is perceived to be nearer or 
farther off. 

5. Betwixt which and the foregoing manner of estimating 

distance there is this remarkable difference that, whcrea.s 

there was no apparent neeesutry * connexion between small 

distance and a large and strong a[>pearanre, or between 

great di.stance and a little and faint appearance, there 

appears a very necessary connexion between an obtu.se 

angle and near distance, and an acute angle and farther 

distance. It does not in the least depend upon experience, 

but may be evidently known by any one before he had 

experienced it, that the nearer the concurrence of the 

optic axes the greater the angle, and the remoter their 

concurrence is the lesser will be the angle conipiehended 

by them 
• 

necessity due to the eternal constitution of things? That it is meant to 
be more than the former seems implied in the subsequent nn.alysis of our 
faith in the actual laws of nature into ‘suggestion* determined by 
custom. Necessity he illustrates by pure m.ithemntics; although the 
outcome of this Essay tends to refer mathematical necessity itself to the 
will of God. 

* What artists call aerial and linear perspectives are here taken as 
acknowledged signs of 'considerably remote* disUiices, But the main 
question is, the manner in which we learn to see tuar distances in the 
line of sight outwards, In Berkeley's day eien, it was ' agreed by all * 
that ‘the remoter distances* outwards are 'suggested* by ‘arbitrary 
signs’; near distances were supposed to be demonstrated from (not 
merely suggested liy) necessary relations of lines and angles. This last 
supposition Berkeley proceeds to refute in the following sections. 

Here again, what sort of ' necessity* does he intend tn the connexion 
(§$ 5< 7 ) between angles and distances, and bettreen divergency of 
rnys and degrees of distance ? The varieties in the possible meaning 
of the ambiguous term 'necessity* (which may lie either logical, 

s. B N 
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6. There is another way, mentioned by optic writers, 
whereby they will have us judge of those distances in 
respect of which the breadth of the pupil hath any sensible 
bigness. And that is the greater or lesser divergency of 
the rays, which, issuing from the visible point, do fall on 
the pupil— that point being judged nearest which is seen 
by most diverging rays, and that renioi^ which is seen by 
less diverging rays ; and so on, the apparent distance still 
increasing, as the divergency of the rays decreases, till at 
length it becomes infinite when the rays that fall on the 
pupil are to sense parallel. And after this manner it is said 
we perceive distance when we look only with one eye. 

7. In this case also it is plain we are not beholden to 
experience: it being a certain, necessary truth that, the 
nearer the direct rays falling on the eye approach to a 
parallelism, the farther off is the point of their intersection, 
or the visible point from whence they flow. 

8. Now though the accounts here given of perceiving 
near distance by sight are received for true, and accord- 
ingly made use of in determining the apparent places of 
objects, they do nevertheless seem to me very unsatisfactory, 
and that for these following reasons : — 

9. First, It is evident tha^ when the mind perceives any 
idea, not immediately and of itself, it must be by the means 
of some other idea. Thus, for instance, the passions which 
are in the mind of another are of themselves to me invisible. 
I may nevertheless perceive them by sight, though not 
immediately, yet by means of the colours they produce in 

msthematical, metaphysical, physical, or moral necessity) should be 
here distinguished by the student. Is there ground for nlHmately dis- 
tinguishing the necessity in virtue of which this is the cause of that 
from the neeesaty for a cause of eatry change; also for distingnisbing 
mathematical from metaphysical necessity ; and both from the logical 
oblig.'ition to avoid a contradiction in terms 1 
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the countenance. We often see shame or fear in the looks 
of a man, by perceiving the changes of his countenance to 
red or pale. 

10. Moreover, it is evident that no idea ’ which is not itself 
perceived can be to me the means of perceiving any other 
idea If I do not perceive the redness or paleness of a 
man’s face themseVes, it is impossible I should perceive 
by them the passions which are in his mind. 

11. Now, from sect. 2, it is plain that distance is in its 
own nature imperceptible* j and yet it is perceived by sight. 
It remains, therefore, that it be brouglit into view by means 
of some other idea, that is itself immediately perceived in 
the act of vision. 

12. But those lines and angles by means whereof some 
men pretend to explain the perception of distance, are 
themselves not at all perceived, nor are they in truth ever 
thought of by those unskilful in optics. I appeal to any 
one’s experience, whether, upon sight of an object, he com- 
putes its distance by the bigness of the angle made by the 
meeting of the two optic axes? or whether he ever thinks 
of the greater or lesser divergency of the rays which arrive 
from 'any point to his pupil? nay, whether it be not perfectly 
impossible for him to perceive by sense the various angles 
wherewith the rays, according to their greater or lesser 
diveigence, do fall on the eye? Every one is himself the 
best judge of what he perceives, and what not. In vain 


‘ ‘idea,’ here as elsewhere = phenomenon presented In sense. 

* Here 'peiceivecl' means appiehending immetliatt data of sense: 
'perceinng’ sometimes means beingf aware 1 through what he calls 
‘suggestion’) of what is signified by sense-given data. .So in the 
following sections what is ‘ imperceptible,’ Lecanse not actnaliy felt in 
sense, is yet 'perceived,' I.c. ‘judged’ through suggestion. The farmer 
is immediate, and the latter acquited perception. 

* That is to say, distance ontwonls Or in the line of sight, is not 
immediately presentable In sense— e.mnot he an idea nr phenomenon so 
presented. Accordingly it must he perceived through some sign. 
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shall any man tell me, that I perceive certain lines and 
angles which introduce into my mind the various ideas 
of distance, so long as I myself am conscious of no such 
thing. 

13. Since therefore those angles and lines are not them- 
selves perceived by sight, it follows, from sect, 10, that the^ 
mind does not by them judge of the distance of objects. 

14. Secondly, The truth of this assertion Avill be yet 
farther evident to any one that considers those lines and 
angles have no real existence in nature, being only an 
hypothesis framed by the mathematicians, and by them 
introduced into optics that they might treat of that science 
in a geometrical way. 

15. The third and last reason I shall give for rejecting 
that doctrine is, that though we should grant the real exisN 
ence of those optic angles, &&, and that it was possible for 
the mind to perceive them, yet these principles would not 
be found sufficient to explain the phenomena of distance, 
as shall be shewn hereafter. 

16. Now, it being already shewn that distance is sngsested^ 

> Note in $ 16 the first ase in the Essay of the term suggestion-^ 
already lefened to as expressive of the way in which onr acquired power 
of interpriting what we see, and goistg beyond bare visual sense of 
eab>ur,ii explained by Beilceley. He explains acquired visual perception 
by resolving it into what he calls su^estion. — An important question 
is, 'What does he mean by Suggestion 1 Is it more thou blind Habit] 
Does it involve reason! (See VinMcation, sect, 4a.) The answer to 
this question goes (so fnrl to settle Berkeley’s starting-point, as either 
empirical like Hume's, or as anticipating Reid, if not even Kant, in 
this constructive principle of his early philosophy. — Reid, in his Inquiry, 
often uses the word ‘suggestion’ when treating of the five senses, and 
the relations of their data to one another, making it mean conviction 
of which no further explanation can be given than what he calls the 
Common Sense. * I know uo word,' he says, ' more proper than 
suggestion to express a power of the mind which seems entirely to have 
escaped the notice of philosophers, and to which we owe many of our 
simple notions which are neither impressions nor ideas, as well as many 
ori^nal ptindples of belief. . , . There is a soit of suggestion which is 
not natural or original j it is the result of experience and habit. . . , 
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to the mind, by the mediation of some other idea which is 
itself perceived in the act of seeing, it remains that we 
inquire what ideas or . sensations there be that attend 
vision unto which we may suppose the ideas of distance 
are connected, and by which they are introduced into the 
mind \ 

'But I think it appcat*), thsit there are also natural suggtsiions, e.g. that 
sensation suggests llie notion of present existence, and the belief that 
what we perceive or feel docs now exist; that memory suggests the 
notion of past existence, and the belief that what we reiucmLcr did 
exist in time past ; and that our sensations and thoughts suggest the 
notion of a mind, and the belief of its existence, and of its relation to 
our tlioughts. By n like natural principle it h that a beginning of 
existence, or any change in nature, suggests to us the notion of a cause, 
and compels our belief of its existence. And in like mannei, certain 
sensations of touch, by the constitntion of our nature, suggest to us 
extension, solidity, and motion, which are nowi!>c like sensations, 
although they have been hitherto confounded with them' (Jnqtiiry, 
oh. If. sect. 7). ' This class of intimations,’ says Stewart, with re- 
ference to this passage, 'result from the original frame of the human 
mind, and were quite overlooked by Berkeley.’ — ^The question which 
Berkeley would solve by ‘suggestion’ is really the great one after- 
wards proposed by Hume, in his Inquiry concerning Human Under- 
standing, section IV, and which the remainder of that work is an 
attempt to answer . — ‘ What is the nature of that evidence which assures 
ns of any matter of fact that lies beyond the present testimony of our 
leases or the records of our memory 1’ This is just to ask what the 
ultimate constructive principle of our sciences of nature is, in virtue of 
which present phenomena of sense issue first in acquired perceptions, 
and then in physical science. That, Hume says, is Custom With 
Berkeley s-nse-peroeption is evolved by ’suggestion,’ to which the 
origin of our judgments of Extension is referred. Berkeley’s ex- 
planation may be compared with Kant's, by whom phenomena of sense 
were supposed to be tmnslated into perceptions, under 'forms’ that 
belong to intellect and not to sense, but which are true, because they 
are forms under which phenomena must be experienced by «r if they 
are experienced at nib Compare Berkeley’s ‘ suggestion ’ also with the 
transformed sensations of Condillac, and with the ‘ principle of common 
sense’ of Kcid. 

The truth seems to be that Berkeley’s 'suggestion' means habit, but 
habit that may be unconsciously rational. One result of what he says 
is to show the efficacy of eaily habits. 

* §§ l6-s7 give three sorts of ‘ arbitrary signs ’ of ‘near distances’ 
— ^recognition of their arbitrariness being what Berkeley considers the 
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kaCi, first, it is certain by experience, that when we look 
at a near object with both eyes, according as it approaches 
or recedes from us, we alter the disposition of our eyes, by 
lessening or widening the interval between the pupils. This 
disposition or turn of the eyes is attended with a sensation’, 
which seems to me to be that which in this case brings the 
idea of greater or lesser distance into th£ mind. 

17. Not that there is any natural or necessary connexion 
between the sensation we perceive by the tuin of the eyes 
and greater or lesser distance. But — because the mind has, 
by constant experience, found the different sensations corre- 
sponding to the different dispositions of the eyes to be 
attended each with a different degree of distance in the 
object— there has grown an habitual or customary con- 
nexion® between those two sorts of ideas; so that the mind 
no sooner perceives the sensation arising from the different 
turn it gives the eyes, in order to bring the pupils nearer or 
farther asunder, but it withal perceives the different idea of 

wVndn was wosA Vo be eonnerAed wbb Vba\ sensa- 
tion. Just as, upon hearing a certain sound, the idea is 
immediately suggested to the understanding which custom 
had united with it. 

18. Nor do I see how I can easily be mistaken in this 
matter. I know evidently that distance is not perceived of 

important outcome of his whole investigation into vision, as it empfies 
natural law and phjsicnl science of a priori necessity, ledudDg them to 
effects of Divine will which foim an interpretable languaj>e. 

* This muscutar ' sens.\lian ’ connected with this adjustment of the 
eye is of course not itself seta ; it is /tlf. It may he called vistial, hut 
it is not visiilt. Thus the visual signs through which we learn to see 
things In their places are some of them (like this one) invisible while 
others are seen. 

* The 'customary conuexion,* elsewheie called arbitrary, is not 
therefore capricious. The 'suggestions' to which it gives rise may 
involve unconscious reason ; and ' arbitrary ’ may be understood to 
mean rtasonaiU will, as opposed to ilutU tiecessi(y—i.nd this divine 
arbttesrineis would be the constant motive power of the nnivetse. 
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itself— that, by consequence, it must be perceived by means 
of some other idea, which is immediately perceived, and 
varies with the different degrees of distance. I know also 
that the sensation arising from the turn of the eyes is of 
itself immediately perceived, and various degrees thereof 
are connected with different distances, which never fail to 
accompany them into my mind, when I view an object 
distinctly with both eyes whose distance is so small that in 
respect of it the interval between the eyes has any consider- 
able magnitude. 

19. I know it is a received opinion that, by altering the 
disposition of the eyes, the mind perceives whether the 
angle of the optic axes, or the lateral angles comprehended 
between the interval of the eyes or the optic axes, are made 
greater or lesser ; and that, accordingly, by a kind of natural 
geometry, it judges the point of their intersection to be 
nearer or farther off. But that this is not true 1 am con- 
vinced by my own experience, since I am not conscious 
that I make any such use of the perception I have by the 
turn of my eyes. And for me to make those judgments, 
and draw those conclusions from it, without knowing that 
I dd so, seems altogether incomprehensible. 

20. From all which it follows, that the judgment we make 
of the distance of an object viewed with both eyes is entirely 
the result of experience If we had not constantly found 
certain sensations, arising from the various dispositions of 
the eyes, attended with certain degrees of distance, we should 
never make those sudden judgments from them concerning 
the distance of objects ; no more than we would pretend to 
judge of a man's thought by his pronouncing words we had 
never heard before. 

‘ 'Experience,' i.e. phenomena presented to the senses, at first 
antomatically organised into experience by * suggestion ’ — which he held 
sufficient to explain the 'judgment,' or presumption of probability, that 
is latent in acquired perception. 
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21. Secondly, an object placed at a certain distance from 
the eye, to which the breadth of the pupil bears a consider- 
able proportion, being made to approad], is seen more con- 
fusedly. And the nearer it is brought the more confused 
appearance it makes. And, this being found constantly to 
be so, there arises in the mind an habitual connexion 
between the several degrees of confusion and distance ; the 
greater confusion still implying the lesser distance, and the 
lesser confusion the greater distance of the object^. 

22. This confused appearance of the object doth therefore 
.seem to be the medium whereby the mind judges of distance, 
in those cases wherein the most approved writers of optics 
will have it judge by the different divergency with which the 
rays flowing from the radiating point fall on the pupil. No 
man, I believe, will pretend to see or feel those imaginary 
angles that the rays are supposed to form according to their 
various inclinations on his eye. But he cannot choose 
seeing whether the object appear more or less confused. 
It is therefore a manifest consequence from what has been 
demonstrated that, instead of the greater or lesser diver- 
gency of the rays, the mind makes use of the greater or 
lesser confusedness of the appearance, thereby to determine 
the apparent place of an object. 

23. Nor doth it avail to say there is not any necessary 
connexion between confused vision and distance great or 
small. For I ask any man what necessary connexion be 
sees between the redness of a blush and shame? And yet 
no sooner shall he behold that colour to arise in the face of 
another but it brings into his mind the idea of that passion 
which hath been observed to accompany it. 

^ This explanation of onr acqnired power of seeing near distances, 
tends towards an aclcnowledgment of what is now called Insepamble 
Association. See Mill’s Examination of Hamilton, ch. XIV. But can 
scientific experience tie resolved into blind association ? It may explain, 
in a physical way, connexions in an individual mind; surely not the 
perception of ol^ectlve reality. 
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24. Wliat seems to have misled the writers of optics in 
this matter is, that they imagine men judge of distance as 
they do of a conclusion in mathematics ; betwixt which and 
the premises it is indeed absolutely requisite there be an 
apparent necessary connexion ^ But it is far otherwise in 
the sudden judgments men make of distance. We are not 
to’think that brutes ^nd children, or even grown reasonable 
men, whenever they perceive an object to approach or 
depart from them, do it by virtue of geometry and demon- 
stration. 

25. That one idea may suggest another to the mind, it will 
suilice that they have been observed to go together, without 
any demonstration of the necessity of their coexistence, or 
without as much as knowing what it is that makes them so 
to coexist. Of this there are innumerable instances, of 
which no one can be ignorant*. 

26. Thus, greater confusion having been constantly 
attended with nearer distance, no sooner is the former idea 
perceived but it suggests the iatter to our tbou^ts. And, 
if it had been the oidinary course of nature that the farther 
off an object were placed the more confused it should 
appeat, it is certain the very same perception that now 
makes us think an object approaches would then have 

In this Berkeley thus early seems to recognise intellectu.’il necessity 
in mathematical demonstration. 

‘ Here and throughout Berkeley presupposes a natural tendency in 
each person to connect in his thoughts, ever after, those phenomena* of 
sense which have been connected in bis previous experience — a tendency 
the strength of which may be so conOrmed through repetition, that his 
mind at last iecomts unalle to separate them. This is the associative 
tendency, since made so mvich of by some psychologists, which tiius, 
with Reikcley as with AiTstotle, is mixed up with the psychology of the 
smses. Because it is dependent on the variable experience of eacli 
person, it has been called a subjective law or tendency, in contrast to 
relations which issue from irreversible necessities that are of the essence 
of reason, and therefore common to all tntelligence. The difference 
between the blind tendency to associate nnd the necessary relations of 
reason Is obscured in association psychology. 
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made us to imagine it went farther off — that perception, 
abstracting from custom and experience, being equally 
fitted to produce the idea of great distance, or small 
distance, or no distance at all. 

ay. Thirdly y an object being placed at the distance above 
specified, and brought nearer to the eye, we may never- 
theless prevent, at least for some time, the appearance’s 
growing more confused, by straining the eye. In which 
case that sensation supplies the place of confused vision, in 
aiding the mind to judge of the distance of the object ; it 
being esteemed so much the nearer by how much the effort 
or straining of the eye in order to distinct vision is greater. 

28. I have here set down those setisations or ideas that 
seem to be the constant and general occasions of introducing 
into the mind the different ideas of near distance. It is 
tiue, in most cases, that divers other circumstances con- 
tribute to frame our idea of distance, viz. the particular 
number, size, kind, &c. of the things seen^. Concerning 
which, as well as all other the forementioned occasions 
which suggest distance, I shall only observe, they have none 
of them, in their own nature, any relation or connexion 
with it: nor is it possible they should ever signify the 
various degrees thereof, otherwise than as by experience 
they have been found to be connected with them’. 


* Visible signs mix with those that are vierely msuai. The latter 
appear to he felt in the ^e, hat ate not themselves seen. 

’ The visual 'signs’ given in the preceding sections are ail either 
(o) visible or if) invisible. Under neither head is Berkeley’s list ex- 
haustive, nor even accurate as far as it goes. Recent German and 
British physiologists have discovered others: Miiller, Helmholtz, and 
lotze have mentioned visual signs not recognised by Berkeley. The 
student shonld here generalise the chief visual signs of the distances 
of objects, including the muscular sensations which accompany focal 
adjustment of the crystalline lens; the muscular sensations due to 
convergence of the axes of both eyes ; the smallness and indistincuiess 
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41. From what hath been premised, it is a manifest con- 
sequence, that a man born blind, being made to see, would 
at first have no idea of Distance by sight : the sun and 
stars, the remotest objects as well as the nearer, would all 
seem to be in his eye, or rather in his mind b The objects 
intromitted by sight would seem to him (as in truth they 
are) no other than a tiew set of thoughts or sensations, each 
whereof is as near to him as the perceptions of pain or 
pleasure, or the most inward passions of his soul. For, our 
judging objects perceived by sight to be at any distance, or 
without the mind, is (vid. sect. 28) entirely the effect of 
experience, which one in those circumstances could not yet 
have attained to. 

42, It is indeed otherwise upon the common supposition 
— that men judge of distance by the angle of the optic axes, 
just as one in the dark, or a blind man by the angle com- 
prehended by two sticks, one whereof he held in each hand. 
For, if this were true, it would follow that one blind from 
his birth, being made to see, should stand in need of no 
new experience, in order to perceive distance by sight. 
But that this is false has, I think, been sufficiently demon- 
strated'”. 

of the visible image; the number of intervening objecls; as wcli as 
the phenomena of binocular vision. But these and other matters of 
biological psychology were for Berkeley questions of detail, irrelevant 
to the general principle of divinely arbitrary smse-symhelisnt which was 
mainly in his view. The distinction between the sensory and motor 
nerves, important in connexion with the correlative difieience between 
passive and active sensc-con-cionsness, woe unknown to him; also much 
else now known as to the neivous system and its relations by physio- 
Ingtcal psychologists. 

In 29-40, here omitted, Berkeley proceeds to verify his invisible 
and visible signs, by showing that one class of them can explain a 
curious optical phenomenon that bad baffled Barrow and others. 

' 'In his eye’ and ‘in his mind’— l.e. existing defmdently on the 
organ, or on the sentient mind. 

2 He does not, as one might expect, ask for experimoHlal veriiication 
of his conclusions In cases of bom-biind persons made to see. 
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43. ‘And perhaps, upon a strict inquiry, we shall not find 
that even those who from their birth have grown up in a 
continued habit of seeing are irrecoverably prejudiced on 
the other side, to wit, in thinking what they see to be at 
a distance from them. For, at this time it seems agreed 
on all hands, by those who have had any thoughts of that 
matter, I/iat colours^ which are the^ proper and immediate 
object of sight\ are not without the mind‘. But then, it 
will be said, by sight we have also the ideas of extension, 
and figare, and motion ; all which may well be thought with- 
out and at some distance from the mind, though colour 
should not. In answer to this, I appeal to any man’s ex- 
perience, whether the visible extension of any object do 
not appear as near to him as the colour of that object; 
nay, whether they do not both seem to be in the very same 
place. Is not the extension we see coloured, and is it 

* Berkeley now aclvonces from (a) the argument that our power to 
see distance outwards is due to suggestion, and proceeds {p) to draw 
similar conclusions from the fact that phenomena of colour ate the only 
phenomena which we immediately see. Having shown, by the pre- 
ceding reasons, that distances outwards, whether near or remote, are 
not actually seen, bat arc steggested iy divinely arbitrary signs, he now 
iwoceeds to deny the externality of colour — ‘ exteinality ' dicaning its 
being extended in space, in independence of a percipient. 

One may here ask, why touch is popularly regarded as the test of 
externality, os when visibility without tangibility is supposed to imply 
that what is seen is illnsory unless it can be touched? Berkeley, though 
he argued for the ideal or miad-dependent nature of what is seen, sooner 
than for the ideal or mind-dependent nature of what can he touched, 
docs not make the distinction between the illnsory and the real turn 
ultimately upon the tangibility of the real. (See Principles, sect. 
38-33.) kivt see Mansel’s Metaphysics, p. 346 ; also Brown’s Lectures, 
xxiv, 

* With psychologists generally, since Aristotle {De Anima, b. II. 
ch. 7), be assumes timl colour, and whatever colour implies, is the only 
original datum of sight, all else popularly included in 'seeing' being 
gradually learned through suggestion. 

* 'Not without the mind,’i.e. not independent of sentient intelligence 
—not able to exist without being felt or perceived; therefore incaiiable 
of being 'at a distance’ from embodied mind. 
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possible for us, so much as in thought, to separate and 
abstract colour from extension? Now, where the extension 
is, there surely is the figure, and there the motion too. 
I speak of those which are perceived by sight *. 

44. But, for a fuller explication of this point, and to shew 
that the immediate objects of sight are not so much as the 
ideas or resemblances ^f things placed at a distance, it is 
requisite that we look nearer into the matter, and carefully 
observe what is meant in common discourse when one says, 
that which he sees is at a di.stanco from him. .Suppose, for 
example, that looking at the moon I should say it were 
fifty or sixty semidiameters of the earth distant from me. 
Let us see what moon this is spoken of. It is plain it 
cannot be the visible moon, or anything like the visible 
moon, or that which I see — ^which is only a round luminous 
plain, of about thirty visible points in diameter. For, in 
case I am carried from the place where I stand directly 
towards the moon, it is manifest the object varies still as I 


* Berkeley started, in ? a, -with the asstimplim that distantt in 
the line ef sight is in its nature iswisii/e; on this foundation he pro- 
ceeded in. the proof, given in §§ 3-S8, that all distances outward 
are perceptions of sight only so far as they are 'suggestions’ gradually 
acquired through experience of the meaning of visual and visible signs. — 
He enters in this section on a second line of proof. He argues that 
nihat we see cannot he ind^endesil of perception. This is founded 
on a second assumption, also sustained by concurrent authority — that 
colour is the only immediate or original object of sight. Locke had 
said that we can see distances between bodies, and between ports 
of the same body. But does colour involve distance! What Berkeley 
wants to show is, that ‘ distance ’ and ‘ extension ’ are ambiguous words 
— the distances and extensions we see being dilferent in kind from those 
we touch. The common philosophical opinion had been, that light or 
colour is what we see — including whatever extension is necessarily 
involved in seeing colour ; for it was supposed that colour, as originally 
seen, was in some sort extended, involving an immediate perception of 
extension. The question still unconsidered was the nature of visible 
extension. Is it of two dimensions or of three? Is the coloured 
extension we see identical with, or even similar to, the extension we 
touch? Berkeley argues that it is not. See rai-46. 
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go on ; and, by the time that I am advanced fifty or sixty 
semidiameters of the earth, I shall be so far from being 
near a small, round, luminous flat that I shall perceive 
nothing like it — this object having long since disappeared, 
and, if I would recover it, it must be by going back to the 
earth from whence I set out. Again, suppose I perceive 
by .sight the faint and obscure idea^ of something, which 
I doubt whether it be a man, or a tree, or a tower, but 
judge it to be at the distance of about a mile. It is plain 
I cannot mean that what I see is a mile off, or that it is the 
imago or likeness of anything which is a mile off; since 
that every step I take towards it the appeal ance alters, 
and from being obscure, small, and faint, grows clear, large, 
and vigorous. And when I come to the mile’s end, that 
which I saw first is quite lost, neither do I find anything 
in the likeness of it h 

4S. In these and the like instances, the truth of the matter, 
I find, stands thus Haying of a long time experienced 

* The sceptical objections of the Eleatics and others to the trust* 
worthiness of oar senses, referred to by Descartes in his Meditations, 
and by Malebnmche in the first book of his Recherche, sasc'i have 
suggested the illnstrations ia this section. The sceptical difficulty rises 
out of the assumption that the extended colour we see, when the 
tangible object is near, is the same extended colour that we see, when 
the tangible object is more remote. Berkeley insists that what is 
seen in these coses is different, but that ■what is signified or sttggesled 
iy what is seen may still he the same. He does not here pursue the 
deeper question of what is ultimately meant by sameness in sensible 
things— foreign to an Essay on Sight. Tliis be had to meet in de- 
fending his conception of blatter, as necessarily dependent on percipient 
mind. 

Compare, and analyse ctilically, Hume’s illustration of his position 
— that ‘nothing can be present to the mind but an image or perception,’ 
and that the senses are only ' inlets through which these images ore con- 
veyed, without being able to produce any immediate intercourse between 
the mind and the [outward] object. The table which we see seems to 
diminish as we remove further from it; but the real tod/e which exists 
independent of us suffers no alteration ’ {Essay on ' Scefiical Philosophy,' 
Parti). 
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certain ideas perceivable by touch'^ — as distance, tangible 
figure, and solidity— to have been connected with certain 
ideas of sight, I do, upon perceiving these ideas of sight, 
forthwith conclude what tangible ideas are, by the wonted 
ordinary course of nature, like to follow. Looking at an 
object, I perceive a certain visible figure and colour, with 
some degree of fainttjf ss and other circumstances, which, 
from what I have formally observed, determine me to think 
that if I advance forward so many paces, miles, &c., I shall 
be affected with such and .such ideas of touch. So that, in 
truth and strictness of speech, I neither see distance itself, 
nor anything that I take to be at a distance. I say, neither 
distance nor things placed at a distance are themselves, or 
their ideas, truly perceived by sight. This I am persuaded 
of, as to what concerns myself. And I believe whoever will 
look narrowly into his own thoughts, and examine what he 
means by saying he sees this or that thing at a distance, will 
agree with me, that what he sees only suggests to his under- 
standing that, after having passed a certain distance, to be 
medstired by the motion of his body, which is perceivable by 
touch, he shall come to perceive such and such tangible 
ideas, vfhich have been usually connected with such and 
such visible ideas’. But, that one might be deceived by 

‘ This is the first introduction of the phenomena of 'touch’ — a term 
which with Berkeley includes not merely (a) the sense ef simflt contact, 
hut also (i) the sense of muscultxr resistmue, and (r) the sentient 
activity conneetetl with the mmements oj our bodies, or any of their organs, 
From this point be begins to unfold his antithesis of the visible and the 
tangible worlds — coloured and resistant extension. To explain by 
‘suggestion’ the union of these oppoate elements in our acquired 
perceptions of sight is the aim of this theory of Visual .Symbolism, or 
tactual meanings in visual signs. 

’ The important office of our sensuons consciousness of bodily move- 
ment and muscular resistance, in the development of self-consciousness 
and knowledge of extra-organic things, might be iliustmted in connexion 
with this fact. It is in our active collision with the material worlil that 
we begin to distinguish between 'I can' and 'I cannot' ; and the con- 
ceptions and convictions of personality, personal identity, and personal 
responsibility are thus gradually drawn forth. 
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these suggestions of sense, and that there is no necessary 
connexion between visible and tangible ideas suggested by 
them, we need go no farther than the next looking-glass or 
picture to be convinced*. — ^Note that, when I speak of 
tangible ideas, I take the word idea for any the immediate 
object of sense or understanding — in which large signification 
it is commonly used by the moderns V 

46. From what we have shewn, it is a manifest consequence 
that the ideas of Space, Outness, and things placed at a dis- 
tance are not, strictly speaking, the object of sight : they are 
not otherwise perceived by the eye than by the ear. Silling 
in my study I hear a coach drive along the street ; I look 
through the casement and see it j I walk out and enter into 
it. Thus, common speech would incline one to think I heard, 
saw, and touched the same thing, to wit, the coach. It is 
nevertheless certain the ideas intromitted by each sense are 
widely different, and distinct from each other j but, having 
been observed constantly to go together, they are spoken of 
as one and the same thing. By the variation of the noise, 
I perceive the different distances of the coach, and know 
that it approaches before I look out. Thus, by the ear 
1 perceive distance just after the same manner as I do 
by the eye*. 

* ConaMcr and examine enticaUy the meaning and relevancy of this 
illuslration. 

* ' modems '—Locke and Descartes for instance. 'With Locke {Essay, 
Tntroduction, | 8), ‘ ideas ’ moan whatever we are conscious of— 
‘wbat°oever is the object of the understanding when a man thinks;’ 
and whttt we are conscious, i.e. immediately percipient of, in sense- 
perception, includes primary qualities of things, and also sensations 
which the primary qualities are supposed to occasion, namely, secondary 
qualities. Ily Descartes, ' idea’ was sometimes applied to the mental 
perception and sometimes to the organic motion or physical im- 
pression with which the perception was believed to be connected by 
Divine appointment. 

* In short the ' perception ' in both cases is a ‘ suggested ' expectation. 
Acqnireii tight is foresight. 
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47" I do not nevertheless say I hear distance, in like 
manner as I say that I see it — the ideas perceived by hearing 
not being so apt to be confounded with the ideas of touch as 
those of sight are. So likewise a man is easily convinced 
that bodies and external things aie not properly the object 
of hearing, but only sounds — by the mediation whereof 
thd idea of this or that body, or distance, is suggested to 
his thoughts \ But then one is with more difficulty brought 
to discern the difference there is betwixt the ideas of 
sight and touch ; though it be certain, a man no more 
sees and feels the same thing, than he hears and feels the 
same thing. 

48. One reason of which sseems to be this. It is thought 
a great absurdity to imagine that one and the same thing 
should have any more than one extension and one figure. 
But, the extension and figure of a body being let into the 
mind two ways, and that indifferently, either by sight or 
touch, it seems to follow that we see the same extension 
and the same figure which we feel. 

49. But, if we take a close and accurate view of the matter, 
it must be acknowledged that zve never see and feel one and 
the sa/He object. That which is seen is one thing, and that 
which is felt is another. If the visible figure and extension 
be not the same with the tangible figure and extension, we 
are not to infer that one and the same thing has divers 
extensions. The true consequence is that the objects of 
sight and touch are two distinct things. It may perhaps 
require some thought rightly to conceive this distinction. 


^ The original data peentiar to the sense of Hearing should be here 
analysed by the student, and compared with those of Sight and of 
Touch, as systems of audible and visual signs. The chief natural 
languages of sense, as well as all verbal or articulate languages, cousist 
either of audible signs or of visual signs. Visible signs it should be 
lejnembeied are seen, whereas visual signs may bo felt In the organ of 
sight without being seen — e. g. motions in tbe eye, &c. 

8 .B. IJ41'' 
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And the difficulty seems not a little increased, because the 
combination of visible ideas hath constantly the same name 
as the combination of tangible ideas wherewith it is con- 
nected— which doth of necessity arise from the use and end 
of language, 

50. In order, therefore, to treat accurately and uncon- 
fusedly of vision, we must bear in mbd that there are fwo 
sorts of objects apprehended by the eye — the one primarily 
and immediately, the other secondarily and by intervention 
of the former. Those of the first sort neither ar-e nor appear 
to be without the mind, or at any distance off. They may, 
indeed, grow greater or smaller, more confused, or more 
clear, or more faint. But they do not, cannot approach or 
recede from us. Whenever we say an object is at a distance, 
whenever we say it draws near, or goes farther off, we must 
always mean it of the latter sort, which properly belong to 
the touch, and are not so truly /erce/wed as suggested hy the 
eye, in like manner as thought by the ear’. 

51. Ko sooner do we hear the words of a familiar language 
pronounced in our ears but the ideas corresponding thereto 
present themselves to our minds : in the very same instant 
the sound and its meaning enter the understanding] so 
closely are they united that it is not in our power to keep 
out the one except we exclude the other also. We even act 
in all respects as if we heard the very thoughts themselves. 
So likewise the secondary objects, or those which are only 
suggested by sight, do often more strongly affect us, and are 
more regarded, than the proper objects of that sense ; tdong 
with which they enter into the mind, and with which they 
have a far more strict connebon than ideas have with words. 
Hence it is we find it so difficult to discriminate between 

’ Whether whet is perceived in touching is as dependent on a per- 
cipient mind ns what is perceived in seeing, Berkeley does not disenss 
in this jnveniie Ess^. That is the wider question considered in bis 
Primfits if Humn Knmkdgt, 
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the immediate and mediate' objects of sight, and are so 
prone to attribute to the former what belongs only to the 
latter. They are, as it were, most closely twisted, blended, 
and incorporated together. And the prejudice is confirmed 
and riveted in our thoughts by a long tract of time, by the 
use of language, and want of reflection. However, I doubt 
not but any one that ahall attentively consider what we have 
already said, and shall say upon this subject before we have 
done (especially if he pursue it in his own thoughts), may 
be able to deliver himself from that prejudice. Sure I am, 
it is worth some attention to whoever would understand 
the true nature of vision’. 

52, I have now done with distance, and proceed to shew 
how it is that we perceive by sight the Magnitude of objects 
— It is the opinion of some that we do it by angles, or by 
angles in conjunction with distance. But, neither angles nor 
distance being perceivable by sight, and the things we see * 
being in truth at no distance from us, it follows that, as we 
have shewn lines and angles not to be the medium the mind 
makes use of in apprehending the apparent place, so neither 
are they the medium whereby it apprehends the apparent 
magnitude of objects. 

53, It is well known that the same extension at a near 

* 'mediate' orsaggested. 

’ The attempt to define the original data of any of the senses lahn 
siftgfy illustrates this difficulty; but it is more obstrnsive in sight and in 
touch, because perception of extension, and discetnment of its relations 
(the chief difficulty in the analysts), seem to occur in visual and tactual 
perceptions exclublvely. In his Commonplacs Book (p, 494) Berkeley 
well remarks that ' extension is bktultd with tangible or visible ideas, 
and afterwards by the mind prescinded [abstracted] therefrom.' 

’ Sect. 52-87 tre.'it of the necessary invisibility of the real Magnitudes 
of things— the tactual distances between their parts. Cf. Vfitilieatiou, 
sect. 54-fSi, 

* ‘ see,' i. e. see immediately, as distinguished from visual suggestion 
or acquired seeing. 
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distance shall subtend a greater angle, and at a farther dis- 
tance a lesser angle. And by this principle (we are told) 
the mind estimates the magnitude of an object, comparmg 
the angle under which it is seen with its distance, and 
thence inferring the magnitude thereof. What inclines men 
to this mistake (beside the humour of making one see by 
geometry) is, that the same perceptions or ideas which 
suggest distance do also suggest magnitude. But, if we 
examine it, we shall find they suggest the latter as imme- 
diately as the former. I say, they do not first suggest dis- 
tance and then leave it to the judgment to use that as a 
medium whereby to collect the magnitude ,• but they have 
as close and immediate a connexion with the magnitude as 
with the distance ; and suggest magnitude as independently 
of distance, as they do distance independently of magnitude. 
All which will be evident to whoever considers what has 
been already said and what follows. 

54. It has been shewn there are two sorts of objects appro, 
hended by sight, each whereof has its distinct magnitude or 
extension — the one, properly tangible, i. e. to be perceived 
and measured by touch, and not immediately falling under 
the sense of seeing; the other, properly and immediately 
visible, by mediation of which the former is brought in view. 
Each of these magnitudes are greater or lesser, according as 
they contain in them more or fewer points, they being made 
up of points or minimums. For, whatever may be said of 
extension in abstract, it is certain sensible extension is not 
infinitely divisible. There is a minimum tangibile, and 
a minimum visibile, beyond which sense cannot perceive ‘. 
This every one’s experience will inform him. 

^ There is a mittimum visihih at which w cease to be percipient of 
colonr, and also a minimim tangibilt at which all sense of resistance 
and contact disappears. This point is, for us, the necessary limit (in 
imagination) of (visible or tangible) reality. 

Though Berkdey regards extension as, in itself, necessarily dependent 
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55. The magnitude of the object which exists without the 
mind, and is at a distance, continues always invariably the 
same : but, the visible object still changing as you approach 
to or recede from the tangible object, it hath no fixed and 
determinate greatness. Whenever therefore we speak of the 
magnitude of any thing, for instance a tree or a house, we 
must mean the tangible magnitude; otherwise there can be 
nothing steady and free from ambiguity spoken of it Now, 
though the tangible and visible magnitude do in truth belong 
to two distinct objects, I shall nevertheless (especially since 
those objects are called by the same name, and are observed 
to coexist), to avoid tediousness and singularity of speech, 
sometimes speak of them as belonging to one and the same 
thing*. 

56. Now, in order to discover by what means the magni- 

tude of tangible objects is perceived by sight, I need only 
reflect on what passes in my own mind, and observe what 
those things be which (as signs) introduce the ideas of 
greater or lesser into my thoughts when I look on any 
object*. And these I find to the magnitude or 


on a percipient mind, he does not mean that mind, in perceiving ex- 
tension, itself becomes extended. With him, extension — existing only 
as a greater or smaller number of coloured or resUtant minima, all 
dependent on sentient mind, nevertheless does not exist as an ailrUute 
of mind. (Cf. Principles, sect, ^g.) Mind, he might say, can be con- 
scious without being percipient of what is extended; on the other hand, 
what is extended eanntd exist without a living mind to realise it. 

^ But is not this ' unsteadiness’ or ' flux’ found in what we touch as 
well as in what we see — though less obtrusively ? A felt thing is felt to 
be larger or smaller according to the state of the organism of the 
percipient at the time of the perception«< Every perception is relative 
to the state of the bodily organ. 

* Ordinary language identifies what careful analysis of the original 
data of the senses seems to Berkeley to distinguish. Docs ordinary 
language involve a truer nn.'ilysls of e.vtenS)on than Berkeley entertains; 
and if not, why not? 

• The ‘signs’ which 'suggest,' nml so enable us to ‘judge’ of, the 
teal magnitudes of things, aie analysed in the following sections. 'They 
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extension of the visible object, which, being immediately 
perceived by sight, is connected with that other which is 
tangible and placed at a distance : secondly, the confusion 
or distinctness : and thirdly, the vigorousness or faintness 
of the aforesaid visible appearance. Cateris paribus, by 
how much the greater or lesser the visible object is, by so 
much the greater or lesser do T cenclude the tangible 
object to bo. Jlut, be the idea immediately perceived by 
•sight never so large, yet, if it be withal confused, I judge 
the magnitude of the thing to be but small. If it be 
distinct and clear, I judge it greater. And, if it be faint, 
I apprehend it to be yet greater. What is here meant by 
confusion and faintness has been explained in sect. 35. 

57. Moreover, the judgments we make of greatness do, 
in like manner as those of distance, depend on the dis- 
position of the eye ; also on the figure, number, and situation 
of intermediate objects, and other circumstances that have 
been observed to attend great or small tangible magnitudes. 
Thus, for instance, the very same quantity of visible ex- 
tension which in the figure of a tower doth suggest the idea 
of great magnitude shall in the figure of a man suggest the 
'idea of much smaller magnitude. That this is owing' to the 
experience we have had of the usual bigness of a tower and 
a man, no one, I suppose, need be told. 

58. It is also evident that confusion or faintness have no 
more a necessary connexion with little or great magnitude 
than they have with little or great distance. As they suggest 
the latter, so they suggest the former to our minds. And, 
by consequence, if it were not for experience, we should no 
more judge' a faint or confused appearance to be connected 

«re concluded to be (a) the proportion of the held of sight which the 
object occupies, (p) the clearness or indistinctness of its outlines, (r) the 
lightness or faintness of its colours, (if) the uumlier of intervening visible 
objects, and. (a) the amount of muscular atrabi or sensation in directing 
both eyes to the object, 

' ^ Judge,’ i.e. assume to be frevedhy suhicient experience — again in 
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with great or little magnitude than we should that it was 
connected with great or little distance. 

59. Nor will it be found that great or small visible magni- 
tude hath any necessary relation to great or small tangible 
magnitude — so that the one may certainly and infallibly be 
inferred from the other, — But, before we come to the proof 
of this, it is fit we cpnsider the difference there is betwixt 
the extension and figure which is the proper object of 
touch, and that other which is termed visible; and how the 
former is principally, though not immediately, taken notice 
of when we look at any object. This has been before men- 
tioned, but we shall here inquire into the cause thereof. 
We regard the objects that environ us in proportion as they 
are adapted to benefit or injure our own bodies, and thereby 
produce in our minds the sensations of pleasure or pain. 
Now, bodies operating on our organs by an immediate 
application, and the hurt and advantage arising therefrom 
depending altogether on the tangible, and not at all on the 
visible, qualities of any object — this is a plain reason why 
those should be regarded by us much more than these. 
And for this end the visive sense seems to have been 
bestowed on animals, to wit, that, by the perception of 
visible ideas' (which in themselves are not capable of affect- 
ing or anywise altering the frame of their bodies), they may 
be able to foresee (from the experience they have bad what 
tangible ideas are connected with such and such visible 
ideas) the damage or benefit which is like to ensue upon 
the application of their own bodies to this or that body 

Locke’s meaning of ‘ judgment in contrast with what is either in- 
tuitively or demonstratively ‘known,’ Even with Berkeley rational 
judgments turn out to be unconsciously presupposed in the sub-consdous 
and mechanical ‘suggestions’ of experience; but he does not unfold 
them ciUically as Kant would do. 

' 'perception of vidble ideas,’ !. e. of the visible symbols. He 
proceeds to explain why we associate rariUy with touch rather than 
with sight. 
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which is at a distance. Which foresight, how necessary it 
is for the preservation of an animal, every one’s experience 
can inform him’. Hence it is that, when we look at an 
object, the tangible figure and extension thereof are prin^ 
cipally attended to j whilst there is small heed taken of the 
visible figure and magnitude, which, though more imme- 
diately perceived, do less sensibly affect us, and arc not 
fitted to produce any alteration in our bodies. 

60. That the matter of fact is true will be evident to any 
one who considers that a man placed at ten foot distance is 
thought as great as if he were placed at a distance only of 
five foot j which is true, not with relation to the visible, but 
tangible greatness of the object : the visible magnitude being 
for greater at one station than it is at the other. 

6 1. Inches, feet, &c. are settled, stated lengths, whereby 
we measure objects and estimate their magnitude. We say, 
for example, an object appears to be six inches, or six foot 
long. Now, that this cannot be meant of visible inches, &c. 
is evident, because a visible inch is itself no constant deter- 
minate magnitude, and cannot therefore serve to mark out 
and determine the magnitude of any other thing. Take an 
inch marked upon a ruler j view it successively, at the dis- 
tance of half a foot, a foot, a foot and a half, &c. from the 
eye : at each of which, and at all the intermediate distances, 
the inch shall have a different visible extension, i. e. there 
shall be more or fewer points discerned in it. Now, I ask 
which of all these various extensions is that stated deter- 
minate one that is agreed on for a common measure of other 
magnitudes? No reason can be assigned why we should 

^ Molt of what is commonly called ‘ vision ’ is really and 

proceeds on snb-consciovs assumption of the omnipresence of law or 
order in nature. In all developed visual perception we go beyond 
mere wnse ; still more in all the inferences of physical science, and on 
the same assumption of constant natural order. But in science this 
assumption is more conscious of its rational ground, and is not the issue 
of hat^ only, as at the lower stage of mere seiise-snggeslion. 
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pitch on one more than another. And, except there be 
some invariable determinate extension fixed on to be marked 
by the word inch, it is plain it can be used to little purpose; 
and to say a thing contains this or that number of inches 
shall imply no more than that it is extended, without bring- 
ing any particular idea of that extension into the mind. 
Farther, an inch and a foot, from different distances, shall 
both exhibit the same visible magnitude, and yet at the 
same time you shall say that one seems several times greater 
than the other. From all which it is manifest, that the 
judgments we make of the magnitude of objects by sight are 
altogether in reference to their tangible extension. When- 
ever we say an object is gieat or small, of this or that deter- 
minate measure, I say, it must be meant of the tangible 
and not the visible extension, which, though immediately 
perceived, is nevertheless little taken notice of ^ 

62. Now, that there is no necessary connexion between 
these two distinct extensions is evident from hence — because 
our eyes might have been framed in such a manner os to be 
able to see nothing but what were less than the minimum 
tangibile. In which case it is not impossible we might have 
perceived all the immediate objects of sight the very same 
that we do now ; but unto those visible appearances there 
would not be connected those different tangible magnitudes 
that are now. Which shews the judgments we make of the 
magnitude of things placed at a distance, from the various 
greatness of the immediate objects of sight, do not arise 
from any essential or necessary, but only a customary * tie 
which has been observed betwixt them. 

* But if exteusion is only an empirical datum of sense, and if tangible 
as well as colouted extension ductuates relatively to the state of the 
aense-organism, we need an objective criterion of the former os well as 
of the latter. What is it 7 

* So Hume afterwards, who tried to reduce faith In 'necessary' con- 
nexion to the physical issue of habit, induced by the custom of previous 
experience. 'All inferences front experience,' he maintains^ we effects 
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63. Moreover, it is not only certain that any idea of sight 
might not have been connected with this or that idea of 
touch we now observe to accompany it, but also that the 
greater visible magnitudes might have been connected with 
and introduced into our minds lesser tangible magnitudes, 
and the lesser visible magnitudes greater tangible magnU 
tildes. Nay, that it actually is so, werhave daily experience 
— that object which makes a strong and large appearance 
not seeming near so groat as another the visible magnitude 
whereof is much less, but more faint, and the appearance 
upper, or which is the same thing, painted lower on the 
retina, which faintness and situation suggest both greater 
magnitude and greater distance. 

64. From which, and from sect. 57 and 58, it is manifest 
that, as we do not perceive the magnitude of objects 
immediately by sight, so neither do we perceive them by 
the mediation of anything which has a necessary connexion 
with them. Those ideas that now suggest unto us the 
various magnitudes of external objects before we touch 
them might possibly have suggested no such thing ; or they 
might have signified them ih a direct contraiy manner, so 
that the very same ideas on the perception whereof we judge 
an object to be small might as well have served to make us 
conclude it great 5 those ideas being in their own nature 
equally fitted to bring into our minds the idea of small or 
great, or no size at all, of outward objects, just as the words 
of any language are in their own nature indifierent to signify 
this or that thing, or nothing at all. 

65. As we see distance so we see magnitude. And we 
see both in the same way that we see shame or anger in 
the looks of a man. Those passions are themselves in- 
visible ; they are nevertheless let in by the eye along with 

ef cuifm, not tmdusions of rtoaomng. CnJoni is the guide of life,’ 
ifnqviiy, V. p. i.) With Bishop Butler, 'probnbilily is the guide t)f 
life.' Intrud.} iio too Locke. 



A NEW THEORY OF VISION 


203 


colours and alterations of countenance which are the 
immediate object of vision, and which signify them for no 
other reason than barely because they have been observed 
to accompany them. Without which experience we should 
no more have taken blushing for a sign of shame than of 
gladness. 

*66. We are neveitheless exceedingly prone to imagine 
those things which are perceived only by the mediation of 
others to be themselves the immediate objects of sight, or 
at least to have in their own nature a fitness to be suggested 
by them before ever they had been experienced to coexist 
with them. From Avhich prejudice every one perhaps will 
not find- it easy to emancipate himself, by any the clearest 
convictions of reason. And there are some grounds to 
think that, if there was one only invariable and universal 
language in the world, and that men were born with the 
faculty of speaking it, it would be the opinion of some, that 
the ideas in other men’s minds were properly perceived by 
the ear, or had at least a necessary and inseparable fie with 
the sounds that were affixed to them. All which seems to 
arise from want of a due application of our discerning 
faculty, thereby to discriminate between the ideas that are 
in our understandings, and consider them apart from each 
other j which would preserve us from confounding those 
that are different, and make us see what ideas do, and what 
do not, include or imply this or that other idea *. 


' Maik the stress put ia these sections on the divine arHirariiuss of 
the connexion between those visual signs which suggest tangible magni« 
tildes, and that which they signify — a fundamental principle throughout 
the Essay, for, as arconluig to the anahigy of atticnlate langiuige, any 
term might a pi ion have heeu made the sign Of any meaning, so .-uiy 
sort of sense-phenomcnou might have liven connected by divine Will 
with any other sort, under dir inely maintained ‘ natural ’ law. Compare 
this with Hume, when he says tliat 'If we icobon a priori anything may 
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77. For the further clearing up of this point, it is to 
be observed, that what we immediately and properly see are 
only lights and colours in sundry situations and shades, and 
degrees of faintness and clearness, confusion and distinct^ 
ness. All which visible objects are only in the mind * ; not 
do they suggest aught external®, whether distance or magnis 
tude, otherwise than by habitual coimexion, as words 3 o 
things. We are also to remark, that beside the straining 
of the eyes, and beside the vivid and faint, the distinct and 
confused appearances (which, bearing some proportion to 
lines and angles, have been substituted instead of them in 
the foregoing part of this Treatise), there are other means 
which suggest both distance and magnitude — particularly 
the situation of visible points or objects, as upper or lower ; 
the former suggesting a farther distance and greater roagni- 
tude, the latter a nearer distance and lesser magnitude — all 
which is an effect only of custom and experience, there 
being really nothing intermediate in the line of distance 
between the uppermost and the lowermost, which are both 
equidistant, or rather at no distance from the eye ; as there 
is also nothing in upper or lower which by necessaiy con- 
nexion should suggest greater or lesser magnitude. Now, 
as these customary experimental means of suggesting dis- 
tance do likewise suggest magnitude, so they suggest the 

appear able to produce anything. The falling of a pebble may, for all 
we kaow, extinguish the sun ; or the wish of a man control the pUnetg 
in their orbits. It is only experience that teaches us the actual nature 
and bounds of cause and effect * (Inquiry, ch. XII. pt 3 ). Here ' cause * 
means sign, and physical causation means natural signification. 

In $9 fiy-yfi, which aie here omitted, Berkeley tries to verily the 
preceding doctrines, as to the visual signs of actual or tangible Magni- 
tude, by applying them to solve asdentific puzzle of long standlng~thc 
fact of the greater visible magnitude of the moon and other heavenly 
bodies when in the horizon. See Berkeley’s Works, vol, I. 

' ‘ in the mind,’ i, c. depend on being perceived. 

’ 'external,* i.e, given in touch, the data of which are (meantime) 
supposed to be posubly Independent of perception. 
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one as immediately as the other. I say, they do not (vide 
sect. 53) first suggest distance, and then leave the mind 
from thence to infer or compute magnitude, but suggest 
magnitude as immediately and directly as they suggest 
distance*. 

78. This phenomenon of the hori/iontal moon is a clear 
instance of the insufificicncy of lines and angles for explain- 
ing the way wherein the mind perceives and estimates the 
magnitude of outward objects. There is, nevertheless, 
a use of computation by them— in order to determine the 
apparent magnitude of things, so far as they have a con- 
nexion with and are proportional to those other ideas or 
perceptions which are the true and immediate occasions 
that suggest to the mind the apparent magnitude of things. 
But this in general may, I think, be observed concerning 
mathematical computation in optics — that it can never be 
very precise and exact, since the judgments we make of the 
magnitude of external things do often depend on several 
circumstances which are not proportional to or capable of 
being defined by lines and angles. 

79. From what has been said, we may safely deduce this 
consequence, to wit, that a man born blind, and made to 
see, would, at first opening of his eyes, make a very different 
judgment of the magnitude of objects intromitted by them 
from what others do. He would not consider the ideas of 
sight with reference to, or as having any connexion with the 
ideas of touch. His view of them being entirely terminated 
within themselves, he can no otherwise judge them great or 
small than as they contain a greater or lesser number of 
visible points. Now, it being certain that any visible point 
can cover or exclude from view only one other visible 
point, it follows that whatever object intercepts the view 

I Note the contrast here between ‘inference' and ' suggestion': the 
foimer involves exercise of hitellcct, while in the latter Habit takes the 
place of Intellect See Vindication, sect 4s. 
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of another hath an equal number of visible points with it j 
and, consequently, they shall both be thought by him to have 
the same magnitude. Hence, it is evident one in those 
circumsLinces would judge his thumb, with which he might 
hide a tower, or hinder its being seen, equal to that tower ; 
or his hand, the interposition whereof might conceal the 
firmament from his view, equal to the Armament : how great 
an inequality soever there may, in our apprehensions, seem 
to be betwixt those two things, because of the customary 
and close conne.\ion that has grown up in our minds between 
the objects of sight and touch, whereby the very different 
and distinct ideas of those two senses are so blended and 
confounded together ns to be mistaken for one and the 
same thing— out of which prejudice we cannot easily 
extricate ourselves. 


I a I. We have shewn the way wherein the mind, by 
mediation of visible ideas', doth perceive or apprehenff 
the distance, magnitude, and situation of tangible objects. 

I come now to inquire more particularly concerning the 
difference between the ideas of Sight and Touch which are 
called by the same names, and see whether there be any idea 
common to both senses. From what we have at large set 
forth and demonstrated in the foregoing parts of this treatise, 
it is plain there is no one self-same numerical Extension, 
perceived both by sight and touch j but that the particular 
figures and extensions perceived by sight, however they may 
be called by the same names, and reputed the same things 
with those perceived by touch, are nevertheless different, 
and have an existence very distinct and separate from them. 

' 'visible Ideas' — say rather vit/i/e and visual ideas; for he here 
mcludes not only colours which, we see, hot also the invisible ‘ sensa- 
tions' in the visnal organ— mnscular and locomotive — ^which are felt 
and not seen. 
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So that the question is not now concerning the same 
numerical ideas, but whether there be any one and the same 
sort or sfecies of ideas equally perceivable to both senses ; 
or, in other words, whether extension, figure, and motion 
perceived by sight, are not specifically distinct from 
extension, figure, and motion perceived by touch ? 

a 

127. It having been shewn that there arc no abstract ideas 
of figure, and that it is impossible for us, by any precision* 
of thought, to frame an abstract idea of extension, separate 
from all other visible and tangible qualities, which shall be 
common both to sight and touch, the question now remaining 
is, Whether the partietdar extensions, figures, and motions 
perceived by sight, be of the same kind with iha particular 
extensions, figures, and motions perceived by touch? In 
answer to which I shall venture to lay down the following 
proposition : — The extensions, figures, and motiom perceived 
by sight are specifically distinct from the ideas of touch, called 
hy ike sum names ; ner is there any snek iking as ane idea, 
or kind of idea, common to hath senses\ This proposition 
may, without much difficulty, be collected from what hath 
been said in several places of this Essay. But, because it 

r < precision,' i, e, separation produced by thinking. 

s This seems to imply Chat there are no ‘common sensibles,’ os 
Aristotle called them, and as the primnry qualities are by many held to 
be. That space may be a perception necessarily involved in all (or in 
some) perceptions of sense, while inconceivable apart from a particnlar 
perception, does not occur to Berkeley. He rightly insists on the 
impossibility of having a sensuous image of space in abstraction from data 
of sense; but he does not discuss the counter impossibility of sensuous 
data being perceived or conceived witboat space ; nor whether percep* 
tlons which involve extension may be evoied by sensations in touch or 
in sight, without space being therefore identified either with sensations 
of contact and resistance or with sensations of colour. Is it the perception 
of extension thus called forth that giver outness to what we are conscious 
of in sense, and enables us to realise objects as ' in space ' — not vaguely 
as unknown powem that are called 'external' because independent of 
our personal agency? 
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seems so remote from, and contrary to the received notions 
and settled opinion of mankind, I shall attempt to demon- 
strate it more particularly and at large by the following 
arguments : — 

128. Mrst, When, upon perception of an idea, I range it 
under this or that sort, it is because it is perceived after the 
same manner, or because it has a liker-2ss or conformity with 
or affects me in the same way as the ideas of the sort I rank 
it under. In short, it must not bo entirely new, but have 
something in it old and already perceived by me. It must, 
I say, have so much, at least, in common with the ideas 
I have before known and named, as to make me give it the 
same name with them. But, it has been, if I mistake not, 
clearly made out that a roan bom blind would not, at first 
reception of his sight, think the things he saw were of the 
same nature with the objects of touch, or had anything in 
common with them j but that they were a new set of ideas, 
perceived in a new manner, and entirely different from all 
he had ever perceived before. So that he would not call 
them by the same name, nor repute them to be of the same 
sort, with anything he had hitherto known. 

lag. Secondly, Light and colours are allowed by all to 
constitute a sort of species entirely different from the ideas 
of touch j nor will any man, I presume, say they can make 
themselves perceived by that sense. But there is no other 
immediate object of sight besides light and colours. It is 
therefore a direct consequence, that there is no idea 
common to both senses. 

130. It is a prevailing opinion, even amongst those who 
have thought and writ most accurately concerning our ideas, 
and the ways whereby they enter into the understanding, that 
something more is perceived by sight than barely light and 
colours with their variations. Mr, Locke termeth sight ‘ the 
most comprehensive of all our senses, conveying to our 
minds the ideas of light and colours, which are peculiar only 
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to that sense ; and also the far different ideas of space, figure, 
and motion/ {Essay on Human Understanding, b. II, ch. 9. 
s. 9.) Space or distance, we have shewn, is no otherwise 
the object of sight than of hearing. (Vid. sect, 46.) And, 
as iox figure and extension, I leave it to any one that shall 
calmly attend to his own clear and distinct ideas to decide 
whether he has arry idea intromitted immediately and 
properly by sight save only light and colours : or, whether 
it be possible for him to frame in his mind a distinct 
abstract idea of visible extension, or figure, exclusive of all 
colour j and, on the other hand, whether he can conceive 
colour without visible extension ? For my own part, I must 
confess, I am not able to attain so great a nicety of abstrac- 
tion. I know very well that, in a strict sense, I see nothing 
but light and colours, with their several shades and variations. 
He who beside these doth also perceive by sight ideas far 
different and distinct from them, hath that faculty in a 
degree more perfect and comprehensive than I can pretend 
to. It must be owned, indeed, that, by the mediation of 
light and colours, other far different ideas are suggested to 
my mind. But then, upon this score, I see no reason why 
the sifeht* should be thought more ‘comprehensive’ than 
the hearing, which, beside sounds which are peculiar to that 
sense, doth, by their mediation, suggest not only space, 
figure, and motion, but also all other ideas whatsoever that 
can be signified by words. 

1 3 1. Thirdly, It is, I think, an axiom universally received, 
that ‘quantities of the same kind may be added together 
and make one entire sum.’ Mathematicians add lines 
together j but they do not add a line to a solid, or conceive 
it as making one sum with a surface- These three kinds 
of quantity being thought incapable of any such mutual 

* * the sight,’ i. e. whiit we originally and immediately see, as dls- 
tlngaished from the 'suggestions' called forth by visible or visual 
signs. 

s. B. IJ41* V 
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addition, and consequently of being compared together in 
the several vfays of proportion, are by them for that reason 
esteemed entirely disparate and heterogeneous, Now let 
any one try in his thoughts to add a visible line or surface 
to a tangible line or surface, so as to conceive them making 
one continued sum or whole. He that can do this may 
think them homogeneous j but he that^cannot must, by the 
foregoing axiom, think them heterogeneous. A blue and 
a red line I can conceive added together into one sum and 
making one continued line ; but to make, in my thoughts, 
one continued line of a visible and tangible line added 
together, is, I find, a task far more difficult, and even 
insurmountable ; and I leave it to the reflection and 
experience of every particular person to determine for 
himself. 

132. Fourthly, A farther confirmation of our tenet may be 
drawn from the solution of Mr. Molyneux’s problem, pub- 
lished by Mr. Locke in his Essay ; which I shall set down 
as it there lies, together with Mr. Locke’s opinion of it : — 
‘Suppose a man born blind, and now adult, and taught by 
his touch to distinguish between a cube and a sphere of 
the same metal, and nighly of the same bigness, so as to 
tell when he felt one and the other, which is the cube and 
which the sphere. Suppose then the cube and sphere 
placed on a table, and the blind man made to see : Qusere, 
Whether by his sight, before he touched them, he could 
now distinguish, and tell, which is the globe, which the 
cube. To which the acute and Judicious proposer answers : 
Not, For, though he has obtained tlie experience of how 
a globe, how a cube affects his touch; yet he has not yet 
attained the experience, that what affects his touch so or so 
must affect his sight so or so : or that a protuberant angle 
in the cube, that pressed his hand unequally, shall appear 
to his eye as it doth in the cube. I agree with this think- 
ing gentleman, whom 1 am proud to call my friend, in 
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his answer to this his problem; and am of opinion that 
the blind man, at first sight, would not be able with ce^ 
tainty to say, which was the globe, which the cube, whilst 
he only saw them.’ (Locke’s Essay on Human Understand' 
ing, b. II. ch. g. s. 8 *.) 

133. Now, if a square surface perceived by touch be of 
tlie sasne sort with a-Tsquare surface perceived by sight, it is 
certain the blind man here mentioned might know a square 
surface as soon as he saw it. It is 110 more but introducing 
into his mind, by a new inlet, an idea he has been already 
well acquainted with. Since therefore he is supposed to 
have known by his touch that a cube is a body terminated 
by square surfaces; and that a sphere is not terminated by 
square surfaces — upon the supposition that a visible and 
tangible square differ only innumero, it follows that he might 
know, by the unerring mark of the square surfaces, which 
was the cube, and which not, while he only saw them. We 
must therefore allow, either that visible extension and figures 
are specifically distinct from tangible extension and figures, 
or else, that the solution of this problem, given by those 
two thoughtful and ingenious men, is wrong. 

134. Much more might be laid together in proof of the 
proposition I have advanced. But, what has been said is, 
if I mistake not, sufficient to convince any one that shall 
yield a reasonable attention. And, as for those that will 
not be at the pains of a little thought, no multiplication of 
words will ever suffice to make them understand the truth, 
or rightly conceive my meaning. 

135. I cannot let go the above-mentioned problem with- 
out some reflection on it. It hath been made evident that 
a man blind from bis birth would not, at first sight, denomi- 
nate anything he saw, by the names he had been used to 

^ This ‘problem’ iir&t Appeared in the Eecond edition of I.ocke’3 
Essay, See also Leibniz {Nouveaux Essais, liv. If. ch. 9), who dis- 
putes the alleged hetwogeneity. 
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appropriate to ideas of touch. Cube, sphere, table are 
words he has known applied to things perceivable by touch, 
but to things perfectly intangible he never knew them 
applied. Those words, in their wonted application, always 
marked out to his mind bodies or solid things which were 
perceived by the resistance they gave. But there is iio 
solidity, no resistance or protrusion, perceived by sight. 
In short, the ideas of sight are all new perceptions, to 
which there be no names annexed in his mind : he cannot 
therefore understand what is said to him concerning them. 
And to ask of the two bodies he saw j^laced on the table, 
which was the sphere, which the cube, were to him a ques- 
tion downright bantering and unintelligible; nothing he 
sees being able to suggest to his thoughts the idea of 
body, distance, or, in general, of anything he had already 
known. 

136. It is a mistake to think the same thing affects both 
sight and touch. If the same angle or square which is the 
object of touch be also the object of vision, what should 
hinder the blind man, at first sight, from knowing it ? For, 
though the manner wherein it affects the sight be different 
from that wherein it affected his touch, yet, there being, 
beside this manner or circumstance, which is new and 
unknown, the angle or figure, which is old and known, he 
cannot choose but discern it. 

• « « • a a a 

138. I shall not enlarge any farther on this subject, but pro- 
ceed to inquire what may be alleged, with greatest appear- 
ance of reason, against the proposition we have demonstrated 
to be true; for, where there is so much prejudice to bo 
encountered, a bare and naked demonstration of the truth 
wilt scarce suffice. We must also satisfy the scruples that 
men may start in favour of their preconceived notions, 
shew whence the mistake arises, how it came to spread, 
and carefully disclose and root out those false persuasions 
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that an early prejudice might have implanted in the 
mind. 

139. It will be demanded how visible extension and 
figures come to be called by the same name with tangible 
extension and figures, if they are not of the same kind with 
them? It must be something more than humour or acci- 
dent that could occasion a custom so constant and universal 
as this, which has obtained in all ages and nations of the 
world, and amongst all ranks of men, the learned as well 
as the illiterate. 

140. To which I answer, we can no more argue a visible 
and tangible square to be of the same species, from their 
being called by the same name, than we can that a tangible 
square, and the monosyllable consisting of six letters whereby 
it is marked, are of the same species, because they are both 
called by the same name. It is customary to call written 
words, and the things they signify, by the same name : for, 
words not being r^arded in their oto nature, or otherwise 
tksa AT tksj' ens smirks cf tkhgr, k Imd btses sspsTSivas, 
and beside the design of language, to hare given them 
names distinct from those of the things marked by them. 
The’ same reason holds here also. Visible figures are the 
marks of tangible figures; and, from sect. 59, it is plain 
that in themselves they are little regarded, or upon any 
other score than for their connexion with tangible figures, 
which by nature they are ordained to signify. And, because 
this Language of Nature does not vary in difierent ages or 
nations, hence it is that in all times and places visible figures 
are called by the same names as the respective tangible 
figures suggested by them ; and not because they are alike, 
or of the same sort with them. 

i4r. But, say you, surely a tangible square is liker to a 
visible square than to a visible circle '. it has four angles, 
and as many sides ; so also has the visible square ; but the 
visible circle has no such thing, being bounded by one 
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uniform curve, without right lines or angles, which makes U 
unfit to represent the tangible square, but very fit to repre^ 
sent the tangible circle. Whence it clearly follows, that 
visible figures are patterns of, or of the same species with, 
the respective tangible figures represented by them; that 
they are like unto them, and of their own nature fitted to 
represent them, as being of the same jprt ; and that thefy 
are in no respect arbitrary signs, as words. 

143. I answer, it must be acknowledged the visible square 
is fitter than the visible circle to represent the tangible 
square ; but then it is not because it is liker, or more of a 
species with it, but, because the visible square contains in it 
several distinct parts, whereby to mark the several distinct 
corresponding parts of a tangible square, whereas the visible 
circle doth not. The square perceived by touch hath four 
distinct equal sides, so also bath it four distinct equal angles. 
It is therefore necessary that the visible figure which shall be 
most proper to mark it contain four distinct equal parts, 
corresponding to the four sides of the tangible square ; as 
likewise four other distinct and equal parts, whereby to 
denote the four equal angles of the tangible square. And 
accordingly we see the visible figures contain in them' dis- 
tinct visible parts, answermg to the distinct tangible parts of 
the figures signified or su^ested by them. 

143, But it will not hence follow that any visible figure is 
like unto or of the same species with its corresponding 
tangible figure — unless it be also shewn that not only the 
number, but also the kind of the parts be the same in both. 
To illustrate this, I observe that visible figures represent 
tangible figures much after the same manner that written 
words do sounds. Now, in this respect, words are not 
arbitrary ; it not being indifferent what written word stands 
for any sound. But, it is requisite that each word contain 
in it as many distinct characters as there are variations in 
the sound it stands for. Thus, the single letter a is proper 
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to mark one simple uniform sound j and the word adultery 
is accommodated to represent the sound annexed to it— in 
the formation whereof tliere being eight different collisions 
or modifications of the air by the organs of speech, each of 
which produces a difference of sound, it was fit the word 
representing it should consist of as many distinct characters, 
thereby to mark e?ch particular difference or part of the 
whole sound. And yet nobody, I presume, will say the 
single letter «, or the word adultery, me alike unto or of the 
same species with the respective sounds by them represented. 
It is indeed arbitrary that, in general, letters of any language 
represent sounds at all ; but, when that is once agreed, it is 
not arbitrary what combination of letters shall represent this 
or that particular sound. 1 leave this with the reader to 
pursue, and apply it in his own thoughts. 

144. It must be confessed that we are not so apt to con- 
found other signs with the things signified, or to think them 
of the same species, as we are visible and tangible ideas. 
Bat, s liltle consideration mU shew us bow this may well 
be, without our supposing them of a like nature. Visible 
signs are constant and imiversal ; their connexion with tan- 
gible* ideas has been learnt at our first entrance into the 
world I and ever since, almost every moment of our lives, 
it has been occurring to our thoughts, and fastening and 
striking deeper on our minds. \Vhen we observe that signs 
are variable, and of human institution ; when we remember 
there was a time they were not connected in our minds with 
those things they now so readily suggest, but that their 
signification was learned by the slow steps of experience : 
this preserves us from confounding them. But, when we 
find the same signs suggest the same things all over the 
world ; when we know they are not of human institution, 
and cannot remember that we ever learned their signification, 
but think that at first sight they would have suggested to us 
the same things they do now : all this persuades us they are 
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of the same species as the things respectively represented 
by them, and that it is by a natural resemblance they suggest 
them to our minds. 

145. Add to this that whenever we make a nice survey of 
any object, successively directing the optic axis to each point 
thereof, there are certain lines and figures, described by the 
motion of the head or eye, which, bei^ag in truth perceived 
by fuUng^^ do nevertheless so mix themselves, as it were, with 
the ideas of sight that we can scarce ihiirk but they apper- 
tain to that sense. Again, the ideas of sight enter into the 
mind several at once, more distinct and unmingled than is 
usual in the other senses beside the touch. Sounds, for 
example, perceived at the same instant, are apt to coalesce, 
if I may so say, into one sound : but we can perceive, at the 
same time, great variety of viable objects, very separate and 
distinct from each other. Now, tangible extension being 
made up of several distinct coexistent parts, we may hence 
gather another reason that may dispose us to imagine a like' 
nesscjranafogy between tfte unmediBfB objects of s:^btanii 
touch. But nothing, certainly, does more contribute to 
blend and confound them together, than the strict and close 
connexion they have with each other. We cannot' open 
our eyes but the ideas of distance®, bodies, and tangible 
figures are suggested by them. So swift, and sudden, and 
unperceived is the transit from visible to tangible ideas that, 
we can scarce forbear thinking them equally the immediate 
object of vision. 

146. The prejudice which is grounded on these, and what, 
ever other causes may be assigned thereof, sticks so fast oi) 
our understandings, that it is impossible, without obstinate 
striving and labour of the mind, to get entirely clear of it. 

® These are vistml as distiaguished from vUibU signs of tactual 
phenomena. 

S 'distance,' i, e. distance outward in the line of sight. Outwardness 
is Ihvliible, sad only ' suggested ’ by what we see. 
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But then the reluctancy we find in rejecting any opinion can 
be no argument of its truth, to whoeven considers what has 
been already shewn with regard to the prejudices we enter- 
tain concerning the distance, magnitude, and situation of 
objects ; prejudices so familiar to our minds, so confirmed 
and inveterate, as they will hardly give way to the clearest 
delnonstration. 

147. Upon the whole, I think we may fairly conclude 
that the proper objects of vision’ constitute the Universal 
Ijinguage of Nature * ; whereby we are instructed how to 
regulate our actions, in order to attain those things that arc 
necessary to the preservation and well-being of our bodies, 
as also to avoid whatever may be hurtful and destructive 
of them. It is by their information that we are principally 
guided in all the transactions and concerns of life. And 
the manner wherein they signify and mark out unto us the 
objects which are at a distance is the same with that of 
languages and signs of human appointment ; which do not 
suggest the things signified by any likeness or identity of 
nature, but only by on habitual connexion that experience 
has made us to observe between them. 

148. Suppose one who had always continued blind be 
told by his guide that after he has advanced so many steps 
he shall come to the brink of the precipice, or be stopped 

’ Ie the ' proper object of vision’ extended or nnextended colour ? 

* In this and the next section Berkeley sums up the 'theory' to 
which the preceding analyses conduct;— after having, as he believed, 
sliown the complete heterogeneity of the original data presented in the 
sense of Sight, and the original data presented in the sense of Touch. 
He had been gradually approaching this in the preceding sections, under 
his favourite metaphor of ' language ’ latent in nature, with the therein 
implied arbitrariness and generality in the sensible signs. When this 
theory is pushed into its issues, the mathematical os well as the physical 
sciences appear as if based on arbitrary relations among the data of 
the two senses, all their inferences being sustained by < suggestions,* 
themselves not fully explained, which yield only eusttmary not ntetssasy 
or universal conclusions. 
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by a wallj must not this to him seem very admirable and 
surprising? He cannot conceive how it is possible for 
mortals to frame such predictions as these, which to him 
would seem as strange and unaccountable as prophecy does 
to others. Even they who are blessed with the visive faculty 
may (though familiarity make it less observed) find therein 
sufficient cause of admiration. Tljie wonderful art knd 
contrivance wherewith it is adjusted to those ends and 
[lurposes for which it was apparently, designed ; the vast 
extent, number, and variety of objects that are at once, with 
so much ease, and quickness, and pleasure, suggested by it — 
all these afford subject for much and pleasing speculation, 
and may, if anything, give us some glimmering analogous 
preenotion of things that are placed beyond the certain 
discovery and comprehension of our present stated 

‘ The World of Vision is iinonghout a Book of God, which we are 
iuterpieting when we seem to he seeing, and which we find to be literally 
a Book of Prophecy. 

Does Berkeley taean to maintain that the only proper object of sight 
is untxtmded colour— that even superficial extension is invisible— nnd 
that, apart from an expeiience of ceitoin sensations and exertions in 
the motor organs, all visiUiia are nnextended points 7 Can nolonred 
extension ever be seiH without previous experience of organic movement 
and muscnlar resistance? Among British writers. Brown {Lectures, 
XXIXj, J. S. Mill {Exam, of JBcwtiUon,'^^. 385-287), and Bain {Senses 
and Inteileet, pp, Sfifi-gyS) answer this question in the negative. They 
analyse our perception of extension, in length and breadth as well as in 
depth, into successive sensations of impeded and unimpeded organic 
movement, inciuding muscular expansion and contraction. They deny 
that form can he seen in colour alone, or that what we mean by visible 
form can he conceived by one who has never been conscious of sensations 
of locomotion — at least in the eye. They Interpret a ' round ' form to 
signify something that presupposes a felt sueep of the eye to enable os 
to apprehend it. We must, it is argued, experience organic movement 
before we can find extension in our peiceptions of colour, ' I cannot,’ 
says Mill, 'admit that we could have what is meant by a perception of 
supeifitial space, unless we conceiverl it as something which the hand 
could be moved across.' Yet both Mill and Biun seem to allow that 
when the extended area is very small (less than ^ of an inch in diameter), 
it can he seen without any motion even in the eye. On this subject see 



A NEfV THEORY OF VISION 


219 


Hamilton's Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. XI. p. 1O5, where a reason is 
offered for concluding the ntcmaty implication of superficial extension 
(as distingnished from outness or depth) in nil perception of colours. 

As to all this the question arises, whether perception of phenomena in 
motion does not presuppose perception of space or room, as a con< 
dition of our perceiving motion. If so, the proposed explanation of the 
latter by the former would involve petitio principii. Can the idea of 
motion from place to place be wholly resolved into experience of 
sudessive phenomena ? ^ne might also ask what conception of motion 
is possible to a person born blind t 

Some hold that all sensuous impressions, in all the senses, arc 
originally given as external to one another in place — ^in short, that we 
cannot have atiji organic sensation without an implied perception of 
extension — that sensation proper in our organism, and perception proper 
of the extended object exist only as they co-cxist, though always in an 
inverse ratio— and that we arc originally sentient nml percipient of 
our own extended bodily organism, and of that only. ‘ Alt the senses,' 
says Hamilton, 'simply or in combination, afford conditions for the 
perception of the primary qualities’ (Retd, fVorit, p. S64). 

' Mind alone,’ says Mansel, * is not capable of sensation ; for it is sen- 
tient only so far as it animates a bodily organism. That a ditmbotiied 
spirit has consciousness we must believe ; — at least it is impossible to 
conceive how spiritual existence can be otherwise manifested ; — but it 
is impossible to conceive such consciousness as at all resembling our 
own, at any rate in the particular phenomena which are conveyed by 
means of the senses ' (Metafhysice, p. gi). Berkeley elsewhere supposes 
that it is possible for us to be percipient of colours after death has 
dissolved the bodily organ of sight, of sounds after the bodily organ of 
hearingliaa been dissolved, and of the material world in all its qualities 
after the total dissolution of the body. 
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A DIALOGUE’ 

I. EARLY the next morning, as I looked out of my 
window, I saw Aldphron walking in the garden with all 
the signs of a man in deep thought. Upon which I went 
down to him. 

* This is the Fourth of Seven Dialogues, published by Beilteley iij 
lyjs, under the title of Aldphron^ or the Mmute Philosopher. ‘ Minute 
philosophers’ were sceptics, or, as we now cull them, agnostics, whose 
narrow philosophy was limited to the empirical data of the senses. 
Alciphron and Lyslcles represent this minute philosophy — the former sg 
final jnhDflscpih,!^ the latter merely as an ^udup/rihr a Jifr nf sensuony 
l>Ieasuie i Euphtanor and Crito argue for the leasonableness of religion, 
The following Dialogue examines the foundation of faith in •the per. 
petual and omnipresent activity of God in external nature, taking it^ 
departure from the theory of seeing, and so looking at the visible worlq 
as a Book of God, because a system of sensible signs, more or les^ 
intetpretable by man. As the Power that regulates the phenomena 
presented In sense is continually presenting to us in Sight significant 
phenomena, which are to all intents and purposes a Divine Language, 
it is argued that I have the same kind of evidence for the Universal 
Power being Intelligent and intending Spirit as I have for the existence 
of a man when he is speaking to me. The explanation raises th^ 
inquiry,— Con one mind communicate with another mind, whethei 
Divine or human, through the medium of a material world that consists 
only of sense*dependent phenomena t 

The subject is Inliodncedin 1 $ l-f. The tlicory that much of what 
is called seei/ig is really interpreting what is seen is explained ih 
IS 8-151 wheie it is argued that, as the visible world has in itself no active 
power, the phenomena presented to Sight must derive their orderly anq 
theiefote significant relations to those of Touch from ordering Ltiellj. 
gence always omnipresent in nature. The remainder of the Dialogue 
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Aldphron, said I, this early and profound meditation 
puts me in no small fright. 

How so ? 

Because I should be sorry to be convinced there was no 
God. The thought of aiu^chy in Nature is to me more 
shocking than in civil life : inasmuch as natural concerns 
are* more important th^in civil, and the basis of all others. 

I grant, replied Aldphron^ that some inconvenience may 
possibly follow from disproving a God : but as to what you 
say of fright and shocking, all that is nothing but mere 
prejudice. Men frame an idea or chimera, in their own 
minds, and then fall down and worship it. potions govern 
mankind : but of all notions that of God’s governing the 
world hath taken the deepest root and spread the farthest : 
it is therefore in philosophy an heroical achievement to 
dispossess this imaginary monarch of his government, and 
banish all those fears and spectres which the light of reason 
can alone dispe^' 

ITon radii soils, non Incida tela dtei 
Disentinnt, sed naturae species latioqnet. 

My part, said I, shall be to stand by, as I have hitherto 
done, and take notes of all that passeth during this 
memorable event j while a minute philosopher, not six 


({S 16-S4I is devoted to a discussion of the hnuan knowledge of this 
Universal Power that is continually speaking to ns by visttul signs, 
and in all the phenomena of the senses, which thus constitute a vast 
sense-symbolism, or language. Cnto argues that our conception of 
this Power cannot be wlioliy negative ; for total nescience makes faith 
impossible. We have reasonable assurance that the Power immanent in 
the visible world is Spirit. God is inferred from the intelligibility of 
the visible world, in the sort of way one's human neighbour is inferred 
from his words and actions. 

This Uialogne may be taken as a rationale of theism, founded on the 
orderliness, and therefore interpretability, of the data of the senses-^ 
especially those of sight. 

* Lucretius. 
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feet high, attempts to dethione the monarch of the 
universe. 

Alas! replied Alciphron, at^uments are not to be measured 
by feet and inches. One man may see more than a million j 
and a short argument, managed by a free-thinker, may be 
sufficient to overthrow the most gigantic chimera. 

As we wei e engaged in this discourse, Crito and Euphranor 
joined us. 

I find you have been beforehand with us to-day, said 
Crito to Alciphron, and taken the advantage of solitude 
and early hours, while Euphranor and I were asleep in our 
beds. We may, therefore, expect to see Atheism placed 
in the best light, and supported by the strongest argu- 
ments. 

3. Ale, The being of a God is a subject upon which 
there has been a world of commonplace, which it is need- 
less to repeat. Give me leave therefore to lay down certain 
rules and limitations, in order to shorten our present con- 
ference. For, as the end of debating is to persuade, all 
those things which are foreign to this end should be left 
out of our debate. 

First then, let me tell you I am not to be persuaded by 
metaphysical arguments ; such, for instance, as are dram 
from the idea of an all-perfect being', or from the absurdity 
of ap infinite progression of causes’. This sort of argu- 
ments I have always found dry and jejune : and, as they 
are not suited to my way of thinking they may perhaps 
puwle, but never will convince me. Secondly, I am not 
to be persuaded by the authority either of past or present 
ages, of mankind in general, or of particular wise men, all 
which passeth for little or notliing with a man of sound 
argument and free thought. Thirdly, all proofs drawn from 

' As proposed by Descartes for instance, 

* A favoailte argument of some theologians. 
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Utility or convenience are foreign to the [nirpose. They 
may prove indeed the usefulness of the notion, but not the 
existence of the thing. Whatever legislators or statesmen 
may think, truth and convenience are very different things 
to the rigorous eye of a philosopher. 

And now, that I may not seem partial, I will limit myself 
also* not to object, in t!»e first place, from anything that may 
seem irregular or unaccountable in the works of nature, 
against a cause of infinite power and wisdom; because I 
already know the answer you will make, to wit, that no one 
can judge of the symmetry and u.se of the parts of an in- 
finite machine, which are all relative to each other, and to 
the whole, without being able to comprehend the entire 
machine, or the whole universe. And, in the second place, 
I shall engage myself not to object against the justice and 
providence of a Supreme Being from the evil that befalls 
good men, and the prosperity which is often the portion of 
wicked men in this life ; because, I know that, instead of 
admitting this to be an objection against a Deity, you 
would make it an argument for a future state, in which 
there shall be such a retribution of rewards and punish- 
ments as may vindicate the Divine attributes, and set all 
things right in the end. Now, these answers, though they 
should be admitted for good ones, are in truth no proofs of 
the being of God, but only solutions of certain difficulties 
which might be objected, supposing it already proved, by 
proper arguments. Thus much I thought fit to premise, in 
order to save time and trouble both to you and myself. 

Cri, I think that as the proper end of our conference 
ought to be supposed the discovery and defence of truth, 
so truth may be justified, not only by persuading its adver- 
saries, but, where that cannot be done, by shewing them to 
be unreasonable. Arguments, therefore, which carry light 
have their effect, even against an opponent who shuts his 
eyes, because they sli^ew him to be obstinate and prejudiced. 
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Besides, this distinction between arguments that puzzle and 
that convince, is least of all observed by minute philo- 
sophers, and need not therefore be observed by others in 
their favour. — But perhaps, Euphranor may be willing to 
encounter you on your own terms, in which case I have 
nothing further to say. 

3. Eupi. Alciphron acts like a skilful general, who is 
bent upon gaining the advantage of the ground, and 
alluring the enemy out of their trenches. We who believe 
a God, are entrenched within tradition, custom, authority, 
and law. And, nevertheless, instead of attempting to force 
us, he proposes that we should voluntarily abandon these 
intrenchments and make the attack j when we may act on 
the defensive with much security and ease, leaving him 
the trouble to dispossess us of what we need not resign. 
Those reasons (continued he, addressing himself to Alci- 
phron) which you have mustered up in this morning’s 
meditation, if they do not weaken, must establish our belief 
of a God ; for the utmost is to be expected from so great 
a master in his profession, when he set his strength to a 
point. 

Ale. I hold the confused notion of a Deity, or some in- 
visible power, to be of all prejudices the most unconquer- 
able. When half-a-dozen ingenious men are got together 
over a glass of wine, by a cheerful fire, in a room well- 
lighted, we banish with ease all the spectres of fancy and 
education, and are very clear in our decisions. But, as I 
was taking a solitary walk before it was broad daylight in 
yonder grove, methought the point was not quite so clear; 
nor could I readily recollect the force of those arguments 
which used to appear so conclusive at other times. I had 
1 know not what awe upon my mind, and seemed haunted 
by a sort of panic, which I cannot otherwise account for 
than by supposing it the efiect of prejudice : for, you must 
know, that I, like the rest of the world, was once upon 



DIVINE VISUJIL LANGUAGE 225 

a time catechised and tutored into the belief of a God or 
Spirit. There is no surer mark of prejudice than the be- 
lieving a thing without reason. What necessity then can 
there be that I should set myself the difficult task of proving 
a negative, when it is sufficient to observe that there is no 
proof of the affirmative, and that the admitting it without 
proof is unreasonably ? Prove therefore your opinion j or, 
if you cannot, you may indeed remain in possession of it, 
but you will only be possessed of a prejudice. 

Ettfih. 0 Alciphron, to content you we must prove, it 
seems, and we must prove upon your own terms. But, in 
the first place, let us see what sort of proof you expect. 

A/c. Perhaps I may not expect it, but I will tell you what 
sort of proof I would have: and that is, in short — such 
proof as every man of sense requires of a matter of fact, or 
the existence of any other particular thing. For instance, 
should a man ask why I believe there is a king of Great 
Britain? I might answer — Because I had seen him. Or 
a king of Spain ? Because I had seen those who saw him. 
But as for this King of kings, I neither saw him myself, or 
any one else that ever did see Him. Surely, if there be 
such It thing as God, it is very strange that He should leave 
Himself without a witness; that men should still dispute 
,His being; and that there should be no one evident, sen- 
sible, plain proof of it, without recourse to philosophy or 
metaphysics. A matter of fact is not to be proved by 
notions, but by facts *. This is clear and full to the point. 

^ So Ilnme in Inquity eanetming UndmuStding, sect 4, pt i. 
Those matters of fact for which we have not the direct evidence of 
sense cannot be ascertained in the same way as abstract conclusions 
which are demonstratively certain. • The contrary of every matter of 
fact Is still possible, because it can never imply a contradiction , . . 
That the sun will not rise to-morrow is no less intelligible a proposition, 
and Implies no more contradiction, thnn the affirmation, that it will 
rise ... If you ask a man why he believes any matter of fact which it 
absent, he would give you a reason, and this reason would be some 
other fact.'— Bnt although a present fact can riguify an absent iact, 

S. B. I34l'> Q 
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You see what I would be at. Upon these principles I defy 
superstition. 

Mufh. You believe then as far as you can see ? 

Ak. That is my rule of faith. 

Muph, How ! will you not believe the existence of things 
which you hoar, unless you also see them ? 

Ale. I will not say so neither. ^When I insisted ‘on 
seeing, I would be understood to mean perceiving in 
general. Outward objects make very different impressions 
upon the animal spirits, all of which are comprised under 
the common name of sense. And whatever we can perceive 
by any sense we may be sure of. 

4 . Euph. What 1 do you believe then that there are such 
things as animal spirits? 

Ak. Doubtless. 

Euph. By what sense do you perceive them ? 

Ak, I do not perceive them immediately by any of my 
senses. I am nevertheless persuaded of their existence, 
because I can collect it from their effects and operations. 
They are the messengers which, runnbg to and fro in the 
nerves, preserve a communication between the soul and 
outward objects. 

Euph. You admit then the being of a soul ? 

Ak, Provided I do not admit an immaterial substance, 
I see no inconvenience in admitting there may be such a 
thing as a soul. And this may be no more than a thin fine 
texture of subtle parts or spirits residing in the brain. 

Euph, I do not ask about its nature. I only ask whether 

can an empiiical fact, or any combination of them, prove Infinite 
and Eternal Power? Can an infinite conclnsion he drawn fiom finite 
premises? ‘The existence and nature of the Supreme Being,* says 
Keid (so for recognising tUs), 'is the mfy ruUfact that is Hcrerroo'. 
Other real existences are the effects of will and power. They had 
d beginning and ate mutable.' (Hamilton’s Reid, p, 44s.} In this 
respect God is unique^ and so far out of analogy with emMied persons 
sutm as men. 
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you admit tliat there is a principle of thought and action, 
and whether it be perceivable by sense. 

Ale. I grant that there is such a principle, and that it is 
not the object of sense itself, but inferred from appearances 
which are perceived by sense. 

Euph. If I understand you rightly, from animal function.? 
and motions you inf?f the existence of animal spirits, and 
from reasonable acts you infer the existence of a reasonable 
soul. Is it not so ? 

Ale, It is. 

Euph. It should seem, therefore, that the being of things 
imperceptible to sense may be collected from effects and 
signs, or sensible tokens. 

Ale. It may. 

Euph. Tell me, Alciphron, is not the soul that which 
makes the principal distinction between a real person and 
a shadow, a living man and a carcass ? 

Ale. 1 grant it is. 

Euph. I cannot, therefore, know that you, for instance, 
are a distmet thinking individual, or a real living man, by 
surer or other signs than those from which it can be inferred 
that ycJu have a soul ‘. 

Ale. You cannot. 

Euph. Pray tell me, are not all acts immediately and 
properly perceived by sense reducible to motion ? 

Ale. They are. 

Euph, From motions, therefore, you infer a mover or 
cause; and from reasonable motions (or such as appear 
calculated for a reasonable end) a rational cause, soul or 
spirit? 

Ale. Even so. 

S. Euph. The soul of man actuates but a small body, 
an insignificant particle, in respect of the great masses of 

r Accordingly, 1 c.'uinot sec another person. I can only see visible 
signs of him. 

Q1 
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Nature, the elements, and heavenly bodies, and System of 
the World. And the wisdom that appears in those motions 
which are the effect of human reason is incomparably less 
than that which discovers itself in the structure and use of 
organised natural bodies, animal or vegetable. A man with 
his hand can make no machine so admirable as the hand 
itself; nor can any of those motions..by which we trace' out 
human reason approach the skill and contrivance of those 
wonderful motions of the heart, and brain, and other vital 
parts, which do not depend on the will of man. 

Ak, All this is true. 

EuJ)h. Doth it not follow, then, that from natural 
motions, independent of man’s will, may be inferred both 
power and wisdom incomparably gi eater than that of the 
human soul? 

Ak. It should seem so. 

Evph. Further, is there not in natural productions and 
effects a visible unity of counsel and design ? Are not the 
rules fixed and immoveable? Do not the same laws of 
motion obtain throughout? The same in China and here, 
the same two thousand years ago and at this day ? 

Ak. All this I do not deny. 

Euj>h. Is there not also a connexion or relation between 
animals and vegetables, between both and the elements, 
between the elements and heavenly bodies ; so that, from 
their mutual respects, influences, subordinations, and uses, 
they may be collected to be parts of one whole, conspiring 
to one and the same end, and fulfilling the same design? 

Ak, Supposing all this to be true. 

Euph, Will it not then follow that this vastly great, or 
infinite, power and wisdom must bo supposed in one and 
the same x\gent. Spirit, or Mind ; and that we have at least 
as clear, full, and immediate certainty of the being of this 
infinitely wise and powerful Spirit, as of any one human soul 
whatsoever besides our own ? 
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Ak. Let me consider : I suspect we proceed too hastily. 
What 1 Do you pretend you can have the same assurance of 
the being of a God that you can have of mine, whom you 
actually see stand before you and talk to you ? 

Euph. The very same, if not greater. 

Ak. How do you make this appear? 

Euph. By the persfjn Alciphron is meant an individual 
thinking thing, and not the hair, skin, or visible surface, 
or any part of the outward form, colour, or shape of 
Alciphron. 

Ak. This I grant *. 

Euph. And, in granting this, you grant that, in a strict 
.sense, I do not see Alciphron, i. e. that individual thinking 
thing, but only such visible signs and tokens as suggest and 
infer’ the being of that invisible thinking principle or soul. 
Even so, in the self-same manner, it seems to me that, though 
I cannot with eyes of flesh behold the invisible God, yeti do 
in the strictest sense behold and perceive by all my senses 
such signs and tokens, such effects and operations, as suggest, 
indicate, and demonstrate an invisible God — as certainly, 
and with the same evidence, at least, as any other signs, 
perceived by sense, do suggest to me the existence of your 
soul, spirit, or thinking principle ; which I am convinced of 
only by a few signs or effects, and the motions of one small 
organised body ; whereas I do at all times and in aU places 
perceive sensible signs which evince the being of God. 
The point, therefore, doubted or denied by you at the 
beginning, now seems manifestly to follow from the premises. 
Throughout this whole enquiry, have we not considered 

’ One is apt to object to this purely spiritual individuality, as on 
abstraction foreign to our experience of finite personality and agency, 
which we always find embodied ; — rashly concluding from this that 
persons anil all their conscious nets ultimately depend on matter, ami 
then taking the bodily organism for the person. 

’ Here ‘ suggestion ’ and ‘ inference ’ are both included in the ground 
of our belief in the exist|nce of other men. 
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every step with care, and made not the least advance 
without clear evidence ? You and I examined and assented 
singly to each foregoing proposition : what shall we do then 
with the conclusion ? For my part, if you do not help me 
out, I find myself under an absolute necessity of admitting 
it for true. You must therefore be content henceforward to 
liear the blame, if I live and die in the belief of a God'." 

6. Ale. It must be confessed, I do not readily find an 
answer. There seems to be some foundation for what you 
say. But, on the other hand, if the point was so clear as 
you pretend, I cannot conceive how so many sagacious men 
of our sect should be so much in the dark as not to know 
Or believe one syllable of it. 

EuJ)h, 0 Alcipbron, it is not our present business to 
account for the oversights, or vmdicate the honour, of those 
great men the free-thinkers, when their very existence is in 
danger of being called in question. 

Ale. How so ? 

EuJ>h. Be pleased to recollect the concessions you have 
made, and then shew me, if the arguments for a Deity 
be not conclusive, by what better arguments you can prove 
the existence of that thinking thing which in strictness 
constitutes the free-thinker. 

As soon as Euphranor had uttered these words, Alcipbron 
stopped short, and stood in a posture of meditation, while 
the rest of us continued our walk and took two or three 
turns, after which he joined us again with a smiling 
countenance, like one who had made some discovery. 

I have found, said he, what may clear up the point in 

t The argument here ascends from linitc facts given in sense to the 
Jnhnite Fact. It is based on the analogy of the proof from sensible 
facts of the existence of our fdlow-men. But if their existence is 
only the existence of spirits that are embodied, ate we to transfer 
this analogy to God? Or is the material universe an embodiment 
of Deity? 
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dispute, and give Euphranor entire satisfaction ; I would say 
an ai^ument which will prove the existence of a free-thinker, 
the like whereof cannot be applied to prove the existence 
of God. You must know then that your notion of our per- 
ceiving the existence of God, as certainly and immediately as 
we do that of a human person, I could by no means digest ; 
though I must own ij puzzled me, till I had considered the 
matter. At the first methought a particular structure, shape, 
or motion was a most certain proof of a thinking reasonable 
soul. But a little attention satisfied me that these things 
have no necessary connexion with reason, knowledge, and 
wisdom; and that, allowing them to be certain proofs of 
a living soul, they cannot be so of a thinking and reasonable 
one. Upon second thoughts, therefore, and a minute 
examination of this point, I have found that nothing so 
much convinces me of the existence of another person as 
/us sptahing to me. It is my hearing you talk that, in strict 
and philosophical truth, is to me the best argument for your 
being. And this is a peculiar argument inapplicable to 
your purpose; for, you will not, I suppose, pretend that 
God speaks to man in the same clear and sensible manner 
as one man doth to another? 

7. .Eu^A. Howl is then the impression of sound so much 
more evident than that of other senses ? Or, if it be, is the 
voice of man louder than that of thunder? 

A/c. Alas ! you mistake the point. What I mean is not 
the sound of speech merely as such, but the arbitrary use 
of sensible signs, which have no similitude or necessary 
connexion with the things signified ; — so as by the apposite 
management of them to suggest and exhibit to my mind an 
endless variety of things, differing in nature, time, and place ; 
thereby informing me, entertaining me, and directing me 
how to act, not only with regard to things near and present, 
but also with regard to things distant and future. No matter 
whether these signs are pronounced or written; whether 
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they enter by the eye or ear ! they have the same use, and 
are equally proofs of an intelligent, thinking, designing 
cause. 

Eufh. But what if it should appear that God really speaks 
to man ; would this content you ? 

Ale. I am for admitting no inward speech, no holy 
instincts, or suggestions of light or spirit. All that, you 
must know, passeth with men of sense for nothing If 
you do not make it plain to roe that God speaks to men by 
outward sensible signs, of such sort and in such manner 
as 1 have defined, you do nothing. 

Euph. But if it shall appear plainly that God speaks to 
men by the intervention and use of arbitrary, outward, sen. 
sible signs, having no resemblance or necessary connexion 
with the things they stand for and suggest : if it shall appear 
that, by innumerable combinations of these signs, an endless 
variety of things is discovered and made known to us ; and 
that we are thereby instructed or informed in their different 
natures j that we are taught and admonished what to shun, 
and what to pursue ; and are directed how to regulate our 
motions, and how to act with respect to things distant from 
us, as well in time as place, will this content you ? * 

Ale, It is the very thing I would have you make out ; for 
therein consists the force, and use, and nature of language. 

8. Euph. Look, Alciphron, do you not see the castle 
upon yonder hill? 

Ale. Ido. 

^ If ' men of sense’ could say that a man is only Ms living body, this 
might pass, lint what if evidence of the presence and supremacy of 
God in the universe tests in our moral experience— evidence of a sort 
which if rejected would oblige us in consistency to disallow in external 
perception nil that justifies us in treating the presented phenomena as 
higns and interpretable 7 What if the rise into acquired petcepUon is 
Itself Inexplicable, except on grounds which require us to interpret experi- 
ence under the presupposition that the universe is morally governed, ami 
that whnt ought (0 it is thus the deepest and truest reality 7 
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Euph. Is*it not at a great distance from you? 

Ale. It is. 

Euph, Tell me, Alciphron, is not distance ' a line turned 
endwise to the eye ? 

Ale. Doubtless. 

Euph. And can a line, in that situation, project more 
than one single point the bottom of the eye? 

Ale, It cannot. 

Euph. Therefore the appearance’ of a long and of a short 
distance is of the same magnitude, or rather of no magnitude 
at all —being in all cases one single point. 

Ale. It seems so. 

Euph. Should it not follow from hence that distance is 
not immediately perceived by the eye? 

Ale. It should*. 

Euph. Must it not then be perceived by the mediation 
of some other thing ? 

Ale. It must. 

Euph. To discover what this is, let us examine what 
alteration there may be in the appearance of the same object 
placed at different distances from the eye. Now, I find by 
experience that when an object is removed still farther and 


* i. e. distance outwards, or in the line of sight. 

’ ’appearance.’ Docs he mean here the visille appearance, and 
that we actually see the single point in the retina— which, os always of 
the same size, or rather of no size, cannot be a visible sign of distances 
that are of various degrees ; or does he mean that, being of ' no magni- 
tude,’ the supposed appearance cannot be either a visible or invisible 
sign? In what follows he says nothing of instinct — a name for the 
unexplained — in Ins account of the way we learn to see things existing 
under space relations. To confess * instinct ' would be to allege that in 
the perception of placed things there lies on inexplicable fact. Berkeley 
tries so far to explain by means of ’suggestion’ our perception of the 
signiiicnnt phenomena wc call the material world. 

• Could it be immtdiaUly perceived in seemg, even if the * ap- 
pearance’ — the point in thehultomof the eye — illd vary according to 
the distance of die object seen? 
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farther off in a direct line from the eye, its visible appearance 
still grows lesser and fainter ; and this change of appearance, 
being proportional and universal, seems to me to be that by 
which we apprehend the various degrees of distance. 

Ale. I have nothing to object to this. 

Eujl>h. But littleness or faintness, in their own nature, 
seem to have no necessary connexioi^with greater length of 
distance? 

Ale. I admit this to be true. 

Euph. Will it not follow then that they could never 
suggest it but from experience? 

Ale. It will. 

Euph, That is to say— we perceive distance, not imme- 
diately, but by mediation of a sign, which hath no likeness 
to it, or necessary connexion with it, but only suggests 
it from repeated experience — os words do things 

Ale. Hold, Euphranor ; now I think of it, the writers in 
optics tell us of an angle made by the two optic axes, where 
they B3eet la the ^ible point oc object; which angle, the 
obtuser it is the nearer it shews the object to be, aird by how 
much the acuter, by so much the farther off j and this from 
a necessary demonstrable connexion. 

Euph. The mind then finds out the distance of things 
by geometry ? 

Ale. It doth. 

Euph. Should it not follow, therefore, that nobody could 
see but those who liad learned geometry, and knew some- 
thing of lines and angles ? 

Ale, There is a sort of natural geometry which is got 
without learning. 

Euph. Pray inform me, Alciphron, in order to frame 
a proof of any kind, or deduce one point fiom another, is 
it not necessary that I perceive the connexion of the terms 
in the premises, and the connexion of the premises with the 
Oalaett it only signified by itt sensible signs— not originally seen. 
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conclusion"; and, in general, to know one thing by means 
of another, must I not first know that other thing? When 
I perceive your meaning by your words, must I not first 
perceive the words themselves? and must I not know the 
premises before I infer the conclusion ? 

Ale. All this is true. 

' Whoever, ^jierefore, collects a nearer distance from 
a wider angle, or a farther distance from an acuter angle, 
must first perceive the angles themselves. And he who 
doth not perceive those angles can infer nothing from them. 
Is it so or not? 

Ale. It is as you say. 

Euph. Ask now the first man you meet whether he per- 
ceives or knows anything of those optic angles? or whether 
he ever thinks about them, or makes any inferences from 
them, either by natural or artificial geometry? What 
answer do you think he would make? 

Ah. To speak the truth, I believe his answer would be, 
that he knew nothing of these matters. 

Etiph. It cannot therefore be that men judge* of distance 
by angles : nor, consequently, can there be any force in the 
argufnent you drew from thence, to prove that distance is 
perceived by means of something which hath a necessary 
connexion with it. 

Ale, I agree with you. 

9. Euph. To me it seems that a man may know whether 
he perceives a thing or no ; and, if he perceives it, whether 
it be immediately or mediately : and, if mediately, whether 
by means of something like or unlike, necessarily or 
arbitrarily connected with it. 

Ah. It seems so. 

FAtph, And is it not certmn that distance is perceived 

r 'judge' here aeems to include deMemlmfhin tkttugh itlathm 
tueessary in rtasoa, and so is different from Locke’s 'judgment,* which 
is probable presumption based on analogy. 
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f only by experience if it be neither perceived immediately 
by itself, nor by means of any image, nor of any lines and 
angles which are like it, or have a necessary connexion 
with it? 

AI(, It is. 

Doth it not seem to follow, from what hath been 
said and allowed by you, that before {jJl experience a man 
would not imagine the things he saw were at any distance 
from liim ? 

Ale. How I let me see. 

Siefh. The littleness or faintness of appearance, or any 
other idea or sensation not necessarily connected with or 
resembling distance, can no more suggest different degrees 
of distance, or any distance at all, to the mind which hath 
not experienced a connexion of the things signifying and 
signified, than words can suggest notions before a man hath 
learned the language. 

Ale. I allow this to be true. 

Eujih. Will it not thence follow that a man born blind, 
and m.'ide to see, would, upon first receiving his sight, take 
the things he saw not to be at any distance from him, but 
in his eye, or rather in his mind? 

Ale. I must own it seems so. And yet, on tlie other 
hand, I can hardly persuade myself that, if I were in such 
a state, I should think those objects which I nata see at so 
great distance to be at no distance at .all* 

Eu^h. It seems, then, that you now think * the objects 
of sight are at a distance from you ? 


* ' expetience,’ oamelj, of the connexion, established independently 
of hatnan will, between what we see and movement among extia-orgonlc 
bodies. Dot more than antomatic sense-suggestion is surely latent in 
an acquired perception, la not reason tacitly involved in such 
'suggestions'? 

* Think, i.e. judge — the judgment somehow emerging in the sngges- 
tion vflth which it is blended. Serkeley does not fully explain its 
appearance, or explicate it after it has appeared. 
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Ale. Doubtless I do. Can any one question but yonder 1 
castle is at a great di.9tance? 

Eufh, Tell me, Alciphron, can you discern the doors, 
windows, and battlements of that same castle ? 

Ale. I cannot. At this distance it seems only a small 
round tower. 

’ Euph. But I, wljp have been at it, know that it is no 
small round tower, but a large square building with 
battlements and turrets, which it seems you do not see. 

Ale. What will you infer from thence ? 

Euph. I would infer that the very object which you 
strictly and properly perceive by sight is not that thing 
which is several miles distant. 

Ale. Why so ? 

Euph. Because a little round object is one thing, and 
a great square object is another. Is it not ? 

Ale. 1 cannot deny it. 

Euph. Tell me, is not tlie visible appearance alone the 
proper object of sight ? 

Ale. It is. 

What think you now (said Eitphramr, pointing towards 
the heavens) of the visible appearance of yonder planet? 
Is it not a round luminous hat, no bigger than a sixpence ? 

Ale. What then ? 

Euph. Tell me then, what you think of the planet itself. 
Do you not conceive it to be a vast opaque globe, with 
several unequal risings and valleys ? 

Ale. I do, 

Euph. How can you therefore conclude that the proper 
object of your sight* exists at a distance? 

r ‘the proper object of sight,* i.e. the data that are dac exclusively 
to sight, — before vre have lu,uned, in the way nlieady explained, to read 
into them data of touch. This infant consciousness cannot be revived 
by the adult. And could the adult, one may ask, h.sve read extension 
and space, with their mathematicA relations, into the sensible data 
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Ah. I confess I know not. 

Euph. For your further conviction, do but consider that 
crimson cloud. Think you that, if you were in the very 
place where it is, you would perceive anything like what 
you now see ? 

Ale. By no means. I should perceive only a dark mist. 

Euph. Is it not plain, therefore, th^t neither the castlfe, 
the planet, nor the cloud, which you see here, are Jhose 
real ones which you suppose exist at a distance ? 

10. Ale. What am I to think then ? Do we see anything 
at all, or is it altogether fancy and illusion ? 

Euph. Upon the whole, it seems the proper objects of 
sight are light and colours, with their several shades and 
degrees ; all which, being infinitely diversified and combined, 
do form a language wonderfully adapted to suggest and 
exhibit to us the distances, figures, situations, dimensions, 
and various qualities of tangible objects—not by similitude, 
nor yet by inference of necessary connexion, but by the 
arbitrary imposition of Providence ‘, just as words suggest 
the things signified by them. 

Ale. Howl Do we not, strictly speaking, perceive by 
sight such things, as trees, houses, men, rivers, and the 
like? 

Euph. We do, indeed, perceive or apprehend’ those things 
by the faculty of sight. But will it follow from thence that 

either of touch or of sight, unless extension and space had been pre- 
supposed ? 

1 Modern doubt would not he satisfied by this unreasoned reference of 
material nature to Active Reaaou, Berkeley here takes no account 
of the supremacy of conscience, and the fundamental ethical postulates. 
It is in conscience, not in sensuous understanding, that our faith in God 
or divine optimism is rooted. 

’ ’perceive, or apprehend,’ he. mediately— through ‘suggestion,’ or 
'judgment according to sense,’ as distinguished by Berkeley from direct 
apprehension, which also be calls ' perception ’ — both falling short of 
the scientific, and still more of the philosophic interpretation of the 
sensible world. 
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they are th^ proper and immediate objects of sight, any more 
than that all those things are .the proper and immediate 
objects of hearing which are signihed by the help of .words 
or sounds ? 

Ale. You would have us think, then, that light, shades, 
and colours, variously combined, answer to the several 
articulations of sout^ in language; and that, by means 
thereof, all sorts of objects are suggested to the mind 
through the eye, in the same manner as they are suggested 
by words or sounds through the ear : that is, neither from 
necessary deduction to the judgment, nor from similitude 
to the fancy, but purely and solely from experience, custom, 
and habit. 

JEuJih. I would not have you think anything more than 
the nature of things obligeth you to think, nor submit in the 
least to my judgment, but only to the force of truth : which 
is an imposition that I suppose the freest thinkers will not 
pretend to be exempt from. 

Ale. You have led me, it seems, step by step, till I am 
got I know not where. But I shall try to get out again, 
if not by the way I came, yet by some other of my own 
finding. 

Here Alciphron, having made a short pause, proceeded as 
follows — 

ir. Answer me, Euphranor, should it not follow from 
these principles that a man bom blind, and made to see, 
would, at first sight, not only not perceive their distance, 
but also not so much as know the very things themselves 
which he saw, for instance, men or trees? which surely to 
suppose must be absurd. 

Euph, I grant, .in consequence of those principles, which 
both you and I have admitted, that such a one would never 
think of men, trees, or any other objects that he had been 
accustomed to perceive by touch, upon having his mind 
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iilled with new sensations of light and colours', whose 
various combinatidns he doth not yet understand, or know 
the meaning of j no more than a Chinese, upon first hearing 
the words man and tree would think of the things signified 
by them. In both cases, there must be time and experience, 
by repeated acts, to acquire a habit of knowing® the 
connexion between the signs and Jhings signified; that 
is to say, of understanding the language, whether of the 
eyes or of the ears. And I conceive no absurdity in all 
this. 

Ally I see, therefore, in strict philosophical truth, that 
rock only in the same sense that I may be said to hear 
it, when the word roch, is pronounced. 

Euph, In the very same. 

Ak. How comes it to pass then that every one shall say 
he sees, for instance, a rock or a house, when those things 
are before his eyes ; but nobody will say he hears a rock or 
a house, but only the words or sounds themselves, by which 
those things ore said to be signified or suggested but not 
heard ? Besides, if vision be only a language speaking to 
the eyes, it may be asked, when did men learn this language ? 
To acquire the knowledge of so many signs as go lo the 
making up a language is a work of some difficulty. But, 


® Here throughout be speaks of 'seusations of light and colours' as 
the' visible language of vision, making no account of the visual but in- 
visible signs felt in the organ of seeing. 

* A 'habit of knowing.’ Consider whether human science can 
bo constituted only by habit or automatic suggestion. If not, what 
higher elements must it involve? — The ofBce of custom must of 
course be recognised. It is at any rate a stage in the evolution of 
knowledge. ‘ Custom,' says Pascal, ' may be conceived as a secondary 
natnre, and nature os a primary enstom.' 'What,' he even asks, 
‘are all our natural principles but principles of custom, derived by 
hereditary descent from parents to children, as fear and flight in beasts 
of sport ? ' So too Wordsworth— 

‘And custom lie upon thee with a weight 
.... deep almost as life.' 
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will any man say he hath spent time, or been at pains, 
to learn this Language of Vision ? * 

JSu^A. No wonder ] we cannot assign a time beyond our 
remotest memory. If we hare been all practising this 
language, ever since our first entrance into the world : if the 
Author of Nature constantly speaks to the eyes of all man- 
kind, even in their ^farliest infancy, whenever the eyes are 
open in the light, whether alone or in company : it doth not 
seem to me at all strange that men should not be aware they 
had ever learned a language begun so early, and practised 
so constantly, as this of Vision. Anri, if we also consider 
that it is the same throughout the whole world, and not, 
like other languages, differing in different places, it will not 
seem unaccountable that men should mistake the connexion 
between the proper objects of sight and the things signified 
by them to be founded in necessary relation or likeness j 
or, that they should even take them for the same things. 
Hence it seems easy to conceive why men who do not think 
should confound In this language of vision the signs with 
the things signified, otherwise than they are wont to do in 
the various particular languages formed by the several notions 
of in^n. 

12. It may be also worth while to observe that signs, 
being little considered in themselves, or for their own sake, 
but only in their relative capacity, and for the sake of those 
things whereof they are signs, it comes to pass that the mind 
overlooks them, so as to carry its attention immediately on 
to the things signified. Thus, for example, in reading we 
run over the characters tvith the slightest regard, and pass 
on to the meaning. Hence it is frequent for men to say, 
they see words, and notions, and things in reading of 
a book i whereas’ in strictness they see only the characters 
which suggest words, notioits, and things. And, by parity 
of reason, may we not suppose that men, not resting in, but 
overlooking the immediate and proper objects of sight, as 

s. B. 134:“ B 
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in their own nature of small moment, carry th&r attention 
onward to the very* things signified, and talk as if they saw 
the secondary objects? which, in trutli and strictness, are 
not seen, but only sti^estei and apprehended by means of 
the proper objects of sight, which alone are seen. 

Ale. To speak my mind freely, this dissertation grows 
tedious, and runs. into points too /iry and minute fbr 
a gentleman’s attention. 

I thought, said Criio, we had been told that minute 
philo.sophers loved to consider things closely and minutely. 

Ale. That is true, but in so polite an age who would be 
a mere philosopher? There is a certain scholastic accuracy 
which ill suits the freedom and ease of a well-bred man. 
But, to cut short this chicane, I propound it fairly to your 
own conscience, whether you really think that God Himself 
speaks every day and in every place to the eyes of all 
men. 

Euph. That is really and in truth my opinion; and it 
should be yours too, if you are consistent with yourself, and 
abide by your own definition of language. Since you cannot 
deny that the great Mover and Author of nature constantly 
explaineth Himself to the eyes of men by the sehsible 
intervention of arbitrary signs, which have no similitude or 
connexion with the things signified j so as, by compounding 
and disposing them, to suggest and exhibit an endless 
variety of objects, differing in nature, time, and place ; thereby 
informing and directing men how to act with respect to things 
distant and future, as well as near and present. In conse- 
quence, I say, of your own sentiments and concessions, you 
have as much reason to think the Universal Agent or God 
speaks to your eyes, as you can have for thinking any 
particular person speaks to your ears'. « 

* Tbb ugnmeat by impUcatioQ unlversalises the fact of continnons 
penonal exbteace, assumed to be given in our primary consciousness 
{Printifbt, { a), and of which. In Bericeley's language, we have a 
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Ale. I *cannot help thinking that some fallacy runs 
throughout this whole ratiocination, thlugh perhaps I may 
not readily point it out. Hold ! let me see. In language 
the signs are arbitrary, are they not ? 

JEupA. They are. 

Aic. And, consequently, they do not always suggest real 
fhalters of fact. Whereas this Natural Language, as you 
call it, or these visible signs, do always suggest things in 
the .same uniform way, and have the same constant regular 
connexion with matters of fact; whence it should seem the 
connexion was necessary; and, therefore, according to the 
definition premised, it can be no language. How do you 
solve this objection ? 

You may solve it yourself by the help of a picture 
or looking-glass. 

A/£. You are in the right. I see there is nothing in it. 
I know not what else to say to this opinion, more than that 
it is so odd and contrary to my way of thinking that I shall 
never assent to it. 

13. Be pleased to recollect your own lectures upon 

prejudice, and apply them in the present case. Perhaps they 
may' help you to follow where reason leads, and to suspect 
notions which are strongly rivetted, without having been 
ever examined. 

AU. 1 disdain the suspicion of prejudice. And I do not 
speak only for myself. I know a club of most ingenious 

' notion.’ He thus infers, by analogy, tbe constant onmipTesence of God 
in nature. The aigoment Is an application of on assnmed analogy 
between the visible signs of the existence of a man, on the one band, 
and the symbolism of tbe sensible world, on the other hand,— as 
premises of the conclusion that both are revelations of spirilual agency. 
It implies too thatitbe causal demand can find rest only in an absolute 
cause — ^not in the caused cans.-ttlon, or sensible signs, of natural science, 
la the sensible world to be viewed ns the divine organism 7 Or is the 
analogy between the human organism and the material universe, as the 
supposed organism of God, Incomplete? 
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men, the freest from prejudice of any men alive, abhor 
* the notion of a God,^ and I doubt not would be very able to 
untie this knot. 

Upon which words of Alciphron, I, who had acted the 
part of an indifferent stander-by, observed to him — That it 
misbecame his character and repeated professions, to own 
an attachment to the judgment, or build upon the presumed 
abilities of other men, how ingenious soever j and that this 
proceeding might encourage his adversaries to have recourse 
to authority i, in which perhaps they would find their account 
more than he. 

Oh ! said Cnto, I have often observed the conduct of 
minute philosophers. When one of them has got a ring 
of disciples round him, his method is to exclaim against 
prejudice, and recommend thinking and reasoning, giving 
to understand that himself is a man of deep researches and 
close argument, one who examines impartially, and con- 
cludes warily. The same man, in other company, if he 
chance to be pressed with reason, shall laugh at logic, and 
assume the lazy supine airs of a fine gentleman, a wit, 
a railleur, to avoid the dryness of a regular and exact 
inquiry. This double face of the minute philosopher is 
of no small use to propagate and maintain his notions. 
Though to me it seems a plain case that if a fine gentleman 
will shake off authority, and appeal from religion to reason, 
unto reason he must go : and, if he cannot go without 
leading-strings, surely he had better be led by the authority 
of the public than by that of any knot of minute philo- 
sophers. 


‘ • authority,' i. e. fallible authority of trusted men — faith in the 
insight of experts, as distinguished from our own. " But in Berkeley's 
view of language immanent in Nature, all reasonings about Nature ate 
based ou faith in God, and are thus reasonings about facts which are 
grounded ou authority — the absolute or infallible authority of a per- 
wnai God. 
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Ale, Gentlemen, this discourse is veiy irksome, and need- 
less. For my part, I am a friend to inquiry, I am willing 
reason should have its full and free scope. I build on no 
man’s authority. For my part, I have no interest in denying 
a God. Any man may believe or not believe a God, as he 
pleases, for me. But, after all, Euphranor must allow me to 
stare <a little at his conclusions. • 

The conclusions are yours as much as mine, for 
you were led to them by your own concessions. 

14. You, it seems, stare to find that God is not far from 
every one of us j and that in Him we live, and move, and 
have out heing’. You, who, in the beginning of this 
morning’s conference, thought it strange that God should 
leave Himself without a witness, do now think it strange the 
witness should be so full and clear. 

A/e. I must own I do. I was aware, indeed, of a certain 
metaphysical hypothesis of our seeing all things in God by 
the union of the human soul with the intelligible substance 
of the Deity, which neither I nor any one else could make 
sense of*. But I never imagined it could be pretended that 
we saw God with our fleshly eyes as plain as we see any 
human person whatsoever, and that He daily speaks to our 
senses in a manifest and clear dialect. 

Cri. As for that metaphysical hypothesis, I can make no 
more of it than you. But I think it plain this Optic Language 
hath a necessary connexion* with knowledge, wisdom and 

t Secause, on this view of things, God animates the whole sensible 
universe, like as a man animates the movements of bis own body : Goii 
uses the physical system as tlie symbol and sacrament of the spiritual 
agency that is externalised in it $ all natural changes and their Ws arc 
referred to the Qlvme Vi'ill. Nature would thus be throughout super, 
uatnial. 

* This refers to iflalchranohc's hypothesis, which Berkeley here and 
elsewhere disci, ilms, for reasons wbiidi shonld be studied. It is perhaps 
less lemule from Ins own philosophy, as developed In Siris, tlmn at this 
earlier stage in his mental history he supposes it to be. 

‘ lie thus postulates a necessary councxiou between the physical and 
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goodness. It is equivalent to a constant creation, betoken- 
ing an immediate act of power and providence. It cannot 
be accounted for by mechanical principles, by atoms, 
attractions, or effluvia. The instantaneous production and 
reproduction of so many signs, combined, dissolved, trans- 
posed, diversified, and adapted to such an endless variety of 
purposes, ever shifting with the occasion^ and suited toibenJ, 
being utterly inexplicable and unaccountable by the laws of 
motion, by chance, by fate, or the like blind principles, 
doth set forth and testify the immediate operation of a spirit 
or thinking being 5 and not merely of a spirit, which every 
motion or gravitation may possibly infer, but of one wise, 
good, and provident Spirit, which directs and rules and 
governs the world. Some philosophers, being convinced 
of the wisdom and power of the Creator, from the make 
and contrivance of organised bodies and orderly system 
of the world, did nevertheless imagine that he left this 
system with all its parts and contents well adjusted and 
put in motion, as an artist leaves a clock, to go thence- 
forward of itself for a certain period'. But this Visual 
Language proves, not a Creator merely, but a provident 
Governor, actually and intimately present, and attentive 
to all our interests and motions, who watches over our 
conduct, and takes cate of our minutest actions and designs 

(he spiritual or moral government of the nniverse — without showing the 
‘necessity.’ lie implies that the former must be subordinate to the 
latter, which is supreme. Compare with Flato and the idea of the 
Good, or Butler and Kant on the Supremacy of Moral Reason. 

* This is the philosophical theory of an established Harmony, 
by which Leibniz sought to explain, the inter-dependent agency of 
conscious persons and unconscious things. Leibniz uses the analogy of 
the watch in bis correspondence with Clarke. See Collection of pdftrt 
deimen LtibnUt and Clarke, relating to ikt tWneiplu of Natural 
Philotofhy and Religion (lyiy), pp. a-6, ia-i6, 3S-34, Sec, On the 
otlier hand, on Berkeley’s conception of what the reality of the material 
wodd means, the interpretable Cosmos would relapse into a Chaos if the 

Dlvbe providential action in it were for a moment withdrawn, 

* 
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throughout the whole course of our lives, infoisning, ad- 
monishing, and directing incessantly, iif'a. most evident and 
sensible manner. This is truly wonderful. 

JSu/A And is it not so, that men should be encompassed 
by such a wonder, without reflecting on it ? 

15. Something there is of Divine and admirable in this 
Eanguage, addressee^ to our eyes, that qiay well awaken the 
mind, and deserve its utmost attention : — it is learned with 
so little pains: it expresseth the differences of things so 
clearly and aptly : it instructs with such facility and dcsjratch, 
by one glance of the eye conveying a greater variety of 
advices, and a more distinct knowledge of things, than 
could be got by a discourse of several hours. And, while 
it informs, it amuses and entertains the mind with such 
singular pleasure and delight. It is of such excellent use 
in giving a stability and permanency to human discourse, 
in recording sounds and bestowing life on dead languages, 
enabling us to converse with men of remote ages and 
countries. And it answers so apposite to the uses and 
necessities of mankind, informing us more distinctly of those 
objects whose nearness and magnitude qualify them to be 
of gfealest detriment or benefit to our bodies, and less 
exactly in proportion as their littleness or distance makes 
them of less concern to us\ 

Al/i, And yet these strange things affect men but little. 

But they are not strange, they are familiar ; and 
that makes them be overlooked. Things which rarely happen 
strike; whereas frequency lessens the admiration of things, 
though in themselves ever so admirable. Hence, a common 
man, who is not used to think and make reflections, would 
probably be more convinced of the being of a God by one 

^ Berkeley nukes much of the leneible evidence of the conitant active 
presence of God being such that we may be taid to stt Him at we tee a 
fellow-man. Does not faith in the conttancy of natural order imply 
tacitly faith in Omnipotent Goodneul 
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single sentence heard once in his life from the s^y than by 
all the experience ife has had of this Visual Language, con- 
trived with such exquisite skill, so constantly a(^dressed to 
liis eyes, and so plainly declaring the nearness, wisdom, and 
providence of Him with whom we have to do *. 

Ale. After all, I cannot satisfy myself how men should be 
so little surprised oj amazed about thjs visive faculty, if 'it 
was really of a nature so surprising and amazing. 

Eufh. But let us suppose a nation of men blind from 
their infancy, among whom a ?tranger arrives, the only man 
who can see in all the country; let us suppose this stranger 
travelling with some of the natives, and that one while he 
foretells to them that, in case they walk straight forward, in 
half an hour they shall meet men or cattle, or come to 
a house; that, if they turn to the right and proceed, they 
shall in a few minutes be in danger of falling down a 
precipice ; that, shaping their course to the left, they will 
in such a time arrive at a river, a wood, or a mountain. 
What think you ? Must they not be infinitely surprised that 
one who had never been in their country before should 
know it so much better than themselves ? And would not 
those predictions seem to them as unaccountable"^ and 
incredible as Prophecy to a minute philosopher ? 

Ak. I cannot deny it. 

Eufh. But it seems to require intense thought to be able 
to unravel a prejudice that has been so long forming ; to get 
over the vulgar errors or ideas common to both senses ; and 
so to distinguish between the objects of Sight and Touch, 
which have grown (if I may so say), blended together * in 


‘ 'In philosophy equally as in poetry,’ says Coleridge, ‘it is the 
highest and meat useful prerogative of genius to produce the strongest 
impieseions of novelty, while it rescues admitted truths from the neglect 
Caused by the very circumstance of their unlveisal admission.’ 

* ‘ blended together.* So in his Commonplace Book he says that 

r 
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our fancy, al to be able to suppose ourselves exactly in the 
state that one of those men would be in“J if he were made 
to see. And yet this I believe is possible, and might seem 
worth the pains of a little thinking, especially to those men 
whose proper employment and profession it is to think, and 
unravel prejudices, and confute mistakes. 

MIc. J frankly own cannot find my wi)y out of this maze, 
and should gladly be set right by those who see better than 
myself. 

Cri, The pursuing this subject in their own thoughts 
would possibly open a new scene to those speculative 
gentlemen of the minute philosophy. It puts me in mind 
of a passage in the Psalmist, where he represents God to 
be covered with light as with a garment, and would methinks 
be no ill comment on that ancient notion of some eastern 
sages— that God had light for His body, and truth for His 
soul*. 

rder conversirtron lasted till a seevaat came to tell as 
the tea was ready : upon which we walked in, and found 
Lysicles at the tea-table. 

16. 'As soon as we sat down, I am glad, said Alciphron, 
that I have here found my second, a fresh man to maintain 
our common cause, which, I doubt, Lysicles will think hath 
suffered by his absence. 

Lys. Why so ? 


r extension is bUndtd with tangible or visible ideas,’ which might mean 
that it is a latent pre-concllUon of sense expenence. 

^ According to this philosophy, the significant phenomena presented 
in the senses— conspicuously those given in sight — are types or symbols 
of spiritual and unseen icalities : jihysical order Is an instrument of 
ethical. The supporting argument fur this might be, that the theistic 
ex]ilauation, and that alone, aifords a trnstwoitby natural uuivetse, fit to 
be reasoned about and intcrpietcd. But licikeley relies too exclusively on 
sense, and understanding judging according to suggestions of sense, and 
takes too little account of moral postulates. 
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Ak, 1 have beea drawn into some concessions .you will 
not like. 

Lys. Let me know what they are. 

Ak, Why, that there is such a thing as a God, and that 
His existence is very certain. 

Lys. Bless me 1 How came you to entertain so wild a 
notion ? 

Ak. You know we protess to toiiow reason wherever it 
leads. And in short I have been reasoned into it. 

Lys, Reasoned 1 You should say, amused with words, 
bewildered with sophistry. 

Euph. Have you a mind to hear the same reasoning that 
led Alciphron and me step by step, that we may examine 
whether it be sophistry or no? 

Lys. As to that I am very easy. I guess all that can be 
said on that head. It shall be my business to help my 
friend out, whatever arguments drew him in. 

Eupk, Will you admit the premises and deny the con- 
clusions? 

Lys, AVhat if I admit the conclusion ? 

Eupk How 1 will you grant there is a God? 

Lys. Perhaps I may. 

Euph, Then we are agreed. 

Lys. Perhaps not. 

Euph. O Lysicles, you are a subtle adversary. I know 
not what you would be at. 

Lys. You must know then that at bottom the being of 
a God is a point in itself of small consequence, and a man 
may make this concession without yielding much. The 
great point is what sense the word God is to be taken inh 


* This Is still a 'great point* in the philosophy of religion. Is God, 
so far as knowable by man, a conscious Person, incognisable by us 
otherwise i — or merely a name for the Keason presupposed in experience ; 
or even for totally unknowable Power? 
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The very Epicureans allowed the being of gods | but then 
they were indolent gods, unconcerned with human affairs, 
Hobbes allowed a corporeal god: and Spinosa held the 
universe to be God. And yet nobody doubts they were 
staunch free-thinkers. I could wish indeed the word God 
were quite omitted] because in most minds it is coupled 
witli a sart of superstitious awe, the very Qiot of all religion. 
I shall not, nevertheless, be much disturbed, though the 
tuim be retained, and the being of a God allowed in any 
sense but in that of a Mind, which knows all things, and 
beholds human actions, like some judge or magistrate, with 
infinite observation and intelligence. The belief of a God 
in this sense fills a man’s mind with scruples, lays him 
under constraints, and embittera his very being: but in 
another sense it may be attended with no great ill con- 
sequence. This I know was the opinion of our great Diagoras, 
who told me he would never have been at the pains to find 
out a demonstration that there was no God*, if the received 
notion of God had been the same with that of some Eatbers 
and Schoolmen. 

Evph, Pray what was that? 

17. 'Lys. You must know, Diagoras, a man of much 
reading and inquiry, had discovered that once upon a time 
the most profound and speculative divines, finding it 
impossible to reconcile the attributes of God — taken in the 
common sense, or in any known sense — with human reason, 
and the appearance of things, taught that the words know- 
ledge, wisdom, goodness, and such like, when spoken of the 
Deity, must be understood in quite a di/Ferent sense from 
what they signify in the vulgar acceptation, or from anything 
that we can form a notion of or conceive. Hence, whatever 

A 

^ The most plaosible objections to Theism are founded on the final 
insolubility of the universe of nature and man. Agnosticism is offered 
as the alteroative to either Theism or Atheism,— ' suspense of judgment’ 
as the only possible positioa at last. 
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objections might be made against the attributes of God 
they easily solvedP— by denying those attributes belonged to 
God, in this, or that, or any known particular sense or 
notion j which was the same thing as to deny they belonged 
to Him at all. And, thus denying the attributes of God, 
they in effect denied His being, though perhaps they were 
not aware of it. 

Suppose, for instance, a man should object that future 
contingencies were inconsistent with the Foreknowledge of 
God, because it is repugnant that certain knowledge should 
be of an uncertain thing: it was a ready and an easy 
answer to say that this may be hue with respect to know- 
ledge taken in the common sense, or in any sense that we 
can possibly form any notion of; but that there would not 
appear the same inconsistency between the contingent 
nature of things and Divine Foreknowledge, taken to signify 
somewhat that we know nothing of, which in God supplies 
the place of what we understand by knowledge ; from which 
it differs not in quantity or degree of perfection, but 
altogether, and in kind, as light doth from sound j— and 
even more, since these agree in that they are both sensa- 
tions J whereas knowledge in God hath no sort of resem- 
blance or agreement with any notion that man can frame of 
knowledge. The like may be said of all the other attributes, 
which indeed may by this means be equally reconciled with 
everything or with nothing. But all men who think must 
needs see this is cutting knots and not untying them. For, 
how are things reconciled with the Divine attributes when 
these attributes themselves are in every intelligible sense 
denied; and, consequently, the very notion of God taken 
away, and nothing left but the name, without any meaning 
annexed to it? In short, the belief thUt there is an un- 
known subject of attributes absolutely unknown is a very 
innocent doctrine ; which the acute Diagoras well saw, and 
was therefore wonderfully delighted with this system. 
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18. For, ^id he, If this could once make Its way and 
obtain in the world, there would be an end to all natural or 
rational religion, which is the basis both of the Jewish and 
the Christian : for he who comes to God, or enters himself 
in the church of God, must first believe that there is a God 
in some inUJIigible sense ; and not only that there is Some- 
t/iittg in^entral, without any proper notion, though never so 
inadequate, of any of its qualities or attributes : for this may 
be fate, or chaos, or plastic nature, or anything else as well 
as God. — Nor will it avail to say : — There is something in 
this unknown being analogous to knowledge and goodness ; 
that is to say, which produceth those effects which wc could 
not conceive to be produced by men, in any degree, with- 
out knowledge and goodness. For, this is in fact to give 
up the point in dispute between theists and atheists — the 
question having always been, not whether there was a 
Principle (which point was allowed by all philosophers, as 
well before as since Anaxagoras), but whether this principle 
was a vow, a thinking intelligent being; that is to say, 
whether that order, and beauty, and use, visible in natural 
effects, could be produced by anything but a Mind of Intel- 
ligence,’ in the proper sense of the word? And whether 
there must not be true, real, and proper knowledge, in the 
First Cause? We will, therefore, acknowledge that all 
those natural effects which are vulgarly ascribed to know- 
ledge and wisdom proceed from a being in which there is, 
properly speaking, no knowledge or wisdom at all, but only 
something else, which in reality is the cause of those things 
which men, for want of knowing better, ascribe to what 
they call knowledge and wisdom and understanding. You 
wonder perhaps to hear a man of pleasure, who diverts 
him.self as I do, pbHosophize at t;his rate. But you should 
consider that much is to be got by conversing with ingenious 
men, which is a short way to knowledge, that saves a man 
the drudgery of reading and thinking. 
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And, now we have granted to you that ther'e is a God in 
this indefinite sfinse, I would fain see what use you can 
make of this concession. Yon cannot argue from unknown 
attributes, or, which is the same thing, from attributes in an 
unknown sense. You cannot prove that God is to be loved 
for His goodness, or feared for His justice, or respected for 
His knowledge all which consequences, we own, vTould 
follow from those attributes admitted in an intelligible 
sense. But we deny that those or any other consequences 
can be drawn from attributes admitted in no particular 
sense, or in a sense which none of us understand. Since, 
therefore, nothing can be inferred from such an account 
of God, about conscience, or worship, or religion, you may 
even make the best of it. And, not to be singular, we 
will use the name too, and so at once there is an end of 
atheism. 

This account of a Deity is new to me. I do not 
like it, and therefore shall leave it to be maintained by 
those who do. 

19. Cri, It is not new to me. I remember not long 
since to have heard a minute philosopher triumph upon 
this very point ; which put me on inquiring what'founda- 
tion there was for it in the Fathers or Schoolmen. And, 
for aught that I can find, it owes its original to those 
writings which have been published under the name of 
Dionysius the Areopagite*. The author of which, it must 


* May we not say that riason in man at last necessarily merges in 
faith or moral trust in the omnipotent goodness of the Power at work 
in the physical and spiritual system in which, in our bodily and moial 
experience, we find outselTes included? Does not this, with its back- 
ground of mystery, meet our intellectual inadequacy— God thus practically 
comprehended, while still scientifically inconfprehensible 7 Doe^ not 
Berkeley incline too much to the anthropomorphic Theism that is 
content to think of God as one Spirit among many ? ' Knowledge,’ 
'wisdom,' and ‘goodness,’ so fat as mr experience can go, may be 
inadequate terms when applied to Deity, not because the Universal 
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be owned, ?iath written upon the Divine attributes in a 
very singular style. In his treatise De Murarchia Coelesii, 
he saith that God is something above all essence and life, 
inrep iraa-av oiaiav Kol and again, in his treatise JJe 
JDivtnis Noittinibus, that He is above all wisdom and under- 
standing, mtp vacrav (ro<j)ua> Kid truvtcriv, inelTable and inno- 
minabl^ ippy/roi xcd dviovu/iov; the wisdopi of God be terms 
an unreasonable, unintelligent, and foolish wisdom, ripi 
SXoyov, Kid avovu, Kid pMpav cra^lav. But then the reason he 
gives for expressing himself in this strange manner is, that 
the Divine wisdom is the cause of all reason, wisdom, and . 
understanding, and therein are contained the treasures of 
all wisdom and knowledge. He calls God f’s-epo-o^os and 
iirtp(ms j as if wisdom and life were words not worthy to 
express the Divine perfections : and he adds that the attri- 
butes unintelligent and unperceiving must be ascribed to 
the Divinity, not kut iXKufiv, by way of defect, but xaff 
itrepox^, by Way of eminencyj which he explains by our 
giving the name of darkness to light inaccessible. And, 
notwithstanding the harshness of his expressions in some 
places, he affirms over and over in others — that God knows 
all thiiigs j not that He is beholden to the creatures for His 
knowledge, but by knowing Himself, from whom they all 
derive their being, and in whom they ore contained as in 
their cause. It was late before these writings appear to 
have been known in the world ; and, although they obtained 
credit during the age of the Schoolmen, yet, since critical 
learning hath been cultivated, they have lost that credit, 
and are at this day given up for spurious, as containing 
several evident marks of a much later date than the age 
of Dionysius. — ^Upon the whole, although this method of 
growing in expresrfon and dwindling in notion, of clearing 
up doubts by nonsense, and avoiding difficulties by running 

Power Inclndes less, but because the Uaivetsal Power iocludes more than 
even our highest thought enables us to conceive. 
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into affected contradictions, may perhaps proceed from 
a well-meant zea9, yet it appears not to be according to 
knowledge 3 and, instead of reconciling atheists to the truth, 
hath, I doubt, a tendency to confirm them in their own 
persuasion. It should seem, therefore, very weak and rash 
in a Christian to adopt this harsh language of an apocryphal 
writer preferably tp that of the Holy Scriptures. I remember, 
indeed, to have read of a certain philosopher, who lived 
some centuries ago, that used to say — if these supposed 
works of Dionysius had been known to the primitive 
Fathers, they would have furnished them admirable weapons 
against the heretics, and would have saved a world of pains 
But the event since their discovery hath by no means 
confirmed his opinion 

It must be owned, the celebrated Picus of Mirandula*, 
among his' nine hundred conclusions (which that prince, 
being very young, proposed to maintain by public disputa- 
tion at Rome), hath this for one — to wit, that it is more 
improper to say of God, He is an intellect or intelligent 
Being, than to say of a reasonable soul that it is an angel ; 


' The books attributed to Dionysius the Areopagile, who was said 
to be a contemporary of the Apostles (Acts xvii. 34) and first Bishop of 
Athens. They belong probably to the fourth century after Christ, if 
not to a later period, and to the New Platonic school. They are 
entitled De Hierarchia CaelesH, De Nominibus Divinis, Dt Hierarchia 
EccUsimiica, and Be Theologia Mystica. Various editions appeared in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. In common with some Fathers 
of the Church, the pseudo-Dionysius expresses, in paradoxical language, 
the ultimate incompiehensibility of God, unbalanced by the counter 
truth that God may be truly known, — as at man’s finite point of view, 
and relatively to the ends of human life. He ascends (or descends) to 
a point at which, by total abstraction of attributes, the Universal Power 
becomes wholly incognisable. The subject invitEs to the study of Kant’s 
‘Dialectic,’ B. II. ch. 3, in the Kritik of Pure Reason. 

* John Picus, Count of Mirandula, lived in the fifteenth century. The 
dUpntation in which he proposed to defend his nine hundred theses 
never took place. 
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which docfrine it seems was not relished. And Picus, 
when he comes to defend it, supports hiftiself altogether by 
the example and authority of Dionysius, and in effect ex- 
plains it away into a mere verbal difference — afSrming that 
neither Dionysius nor him-self ever meant to deprive God 
of knowledge, or to deny that He knows all things; but 
that, a» reason is of k^nd peculiar to mas, so by intellection 
he understands a kind or manner of knowing peculiar to 
angels ; and that the knowledge which is in God is more 
above the intellection of angels than angel is above man. 
He adds that, as his tenet consists with admitting the most 
perfect knowledge in God, so he would by no means be 
understood to exclude from the Deity intellection itself, 
taken in the common or general sense, but only that peculiar 
sort of intellection proper to angels, which be thinks ought 
not to be attributed to God any more than human reason, 
Picus, therefore, though he speaks as the apocryphal 
Dionysius, yet, when he explains himself, it is evident he 
speaks like other men. And, although the foreraentioned 
books of the Celestial Hierarchy and of the Divine Names, 
being attributed to a saint and martyr of the apostolical age, 
were 'respected by the Schoolmen, yet it is certain they 
rejected or softened his harsh expressions, and explained 
away or reduced his doctrine to the received notions taken 
from Holy Scripture and the light of nature. 

20. Thomas Aquinas ‘ expresseth his sense of this point 
in the following manner. All perfections, saith he, derived 
from God to the creatures are in a certain higher sense, or 
(as the Schoolmen term it) minenily in God. Whenever, 
therefore, a name borrowed from any perfection in the 

> Thomas of Aqoi-lo (Aquinas), in the territory of Naples (1935-74), 
in whose works the philosophy cuUeil Scholastic reached its highest 
point, accommodating Aristotle to the teaching of the Catholic Church, 
llis philosophical theology, or ihcologtcal philosophy, is contained in 
his Sumrna Thelosiae^ 

S.B. IS}!" 


a 



258 SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY 

t 

creature is attributed to God, we must exclude from its 
signification eveiySiing that belongs to the imperfect manner 
wherein that attribute is found in the creature. Whence 
he concludes that knowledge in God is not a habit but 
a pure act. And again, the same Doctor observes that 
our intellect gets its notions of all sorts of perfections from 
the creatures, andrthat as it appreh^ds those perfections 
so it signifies them by names. Therefore, saith he, in 
attributing these names to God we are to consider two 
things: first, the perfections themselves, as goodness, life, 
and the like, which are properly in Godj and secondly, 
the manner which is peculiar to the creature, and cannot, 
strictly and properly speaking, be said to agiee to the 
Creator. 

And although Suarez*, with other Schoolmen, teacheth 
that the mind of man conceiveth knowledge and will to be 
in God as faculties or operations, by analogy only to created 
beings, yet he gives it plainly as his opinion that when 
knowledge is said not to be properly in God it must be 
understood in a sense including imperfection, such as 
discursive knowledge’ or the like imperfect kind found 
in the creatures : and that none of those imperfections in 
the knowledge of men or angels belonging to the formal 
notion of knowledge, or to knowledge as such, it will not 
thence follow that knowledge, in its proper formal sense, 
may not be attributed to God. And of knowledge taken 


^ Soai«z, the Spanish Thomist, who died in T617. What follows is 
related in his Dispulatioms Metaphysicae, XXX. ‘ Quid Deus sit.’ 

* Knowledge reached only through the intervention of what is sup> 
posed to be aiready known, i e. by means of premises, is called ‘ dis- 
cursive,’ and forms discursive ss distinguished ^om Intuitive know- 
ledge. Discursive or syllogistic activity is a mark of the finitude of the 
mind that is obliged to have leconrse to it. Were we able to know all 
things and all their relations in a single view, discursive thought would 
seem to he superfluous. It is in all— comprehensive intuition, we 
suppose, that Omniscient Intelligence knows. 
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in general for the clear evident understanding of all truth, 
he expressly affirms that it is in God, Vnd that this was 
never denied by any philosopher who believed a God*. 
It was, indeed, a current opinion in the schools that even 
ieing itself should be attributed analogically to God and 
the creatures. That is, they held that God, the supreme, 
indepeadent, self-orig^ate cause and source of all beings, 
must not be supposed to exisl in the same sense with 
created beings j not that he exists less truly, properly, or 
formally than they, but only because he exists in a more 
eminent and perfect manner®. 

21. But, to prevent any man's being led, by mistaking 
the scholastic use of the terms analogy and afialogical, into 
an opinion that we cannot frame in any degree a true and 
proper notion of attributes applied by analogy, 01, in the 
school phrase, predicated analogically, it may not be amiss 
to inquire into the hue sense and meaning of those words. 
Every one knows that analogy is a Greek word used by 
mathematicians to signify a similitude of proportions. For 
instance, when we observe that two is to six as three is to 
nine, this similitude or equality of proportion is termed 
analogy. And, although proportion strictly signifies the 
habitude or relation of one quantity to another, yet, in 
a looser and translated sense, it hath been applied to 
signify every other habitude; and, consequently, the term 
analogy comes to signify all similitude of relations or 
habitudes whatsoever. Hence the Schoolmen tell us there 


' But if Omniscience does not, like onr limited or broken knowledge, 
presuppose a stucession of conscious acts going on in God, contem- 
poraneously with onr own conscious acts and states — as we represent to 
ourselves the intellectoal life of a fellow man — we cannot realise the 
‘ clear evident understanding of all truth ' by God ; the act that is con- 
ceivable by us must be part of a succession. 

° All this is very different from the materialistic dogma, that the 
Universal Power is delow, instead of mysteriously above, the conscious 
life we experience, lu ighich our spirits are revealed to ourselves. 
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is analogy bejlween intellect and sight; forasmuch as 
intellect is to the mind what sight is to the body, and that 
he who governs the state is analogous to him who sleeis 
a ship, Hence a prince is analogically styled a pilot, being 
to the state as a pilot is to his vessel. 

For the further clearing of this point, it is to be observed 
that a twofold analogy is distinguisjied by the Schoohnen — 
metaphorical and proper. — Of the first kind there are fre- 
quent instances in Holy Scripture, attributing human parts 
and passions to God. When He is represented as having 
a finger, an eye, or an ear; when He is said to repent, to 
be angry, or grieved ; every one sees that analogy is meta- 
phorical. Because those parts and passions, taken in the 
proper signification, must, in every degree, necessarily and 
from the formal nature of the thing, include imperfection. 
When, therefore, it is said — the finger of God appears in 
this or that event, men of common sense mean no more 
but that it is as truly ascribed to God as the works wrought 
by human fingers are to man : and so of the rest. But 
the case is different when wisdom and knowledge are attri- 
buted to God. Passions and senses, as such, imply defect ; 
but in knowledge simply, or as such, there is no defect*. 
Knowledge, therefore, in the proper formal meaning of the 
word, may be attributed to God proporHonably, that is 
preserving a proportion to the infinite nature of God *. We 
may say, therefore, that as God is infinitely above man, so 
is the knowledge of God infinitely above the knowledge of 

* But what if there is something which forhids the resolnlion of the 
divinely constituted universe into a perfectly comprehended unity, hy 
human intellectual power, and which obliges us, if we have regard to 
reason, to ' leave many things abrupt,’ as Bacon |ays the philosophical 
theologian must at last do ? The sceptical issue of attempted omniscience 
on man’s port, as contrasted with the philosophy that begins and ends 
in moral faith, proves that the Infinite Keality refuses to be fully known 
In our ‘little systems.’ 

* What does this apparently important qualifu^tlon imply ? 
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man, and fliis is what Cajctan calls analogia proprie facta. 
And after this same analogy we must iSiderstand all those 
attributes to belong to the Deity which in themselves 
simply, and as such, denote perfection. We may, therefore, 
consistently with what hath been premised, affirm that all 
sorts of perfection which we can conceive in a finite spirit 
are in,^God, but without any of that aljay’- which is found 
in the creatures. "Jhis doctrine, therefore, of analogical 
perfections in God, or our knowing God by analogy, seems 
very much misunderstood and misapplied by those who 
would infer from thence that we cannot frame any diicct 
or proper notion, though never so inadequate, of know- 
ledge or wisdom, as they are in the Deity j or understand 
any more of them than one born blind can of light and 
colours \ 

22. And now, gentlemen, it may be expected I should 
ask your pardon for having dwelt so long on a point of 
metaphysics, and introduced such unpolished and un- 
fashionable writers as the Schoolmen into good company; 

* ‘ allay,’ i. c. alloy. * Allay ’ in Bacon and other eaily wrileis. 

’ In what he says about on analogical knowledge of God, Berkeley 
had probably in view two contemporary theologians — both Irish 
bishops. Among other replies to Toland’s Christianity net Mysterious 
(1696) was a Letter by Peter Browne, afterwards Bishop of Cork and 
Boss, which appeared in 1699. Browne maintains (so far in verbal 
agreement with Berkeley) that we have no idea of spirit ; and further, 
that our knowledge of God and the sphitual world is gained by analogy 
from our knowledge of the operations of our own embodied spirit. 
Also in 1709, Archbishop King published a Sermon on the Consisteney 
of Predestination and Poreinowledge with the Freedom of Matis Will, 
which he defended on the same foundation of analogy, in a way that 
seems to imply that oru* highest conception of God must be in meta- 
phors, not in science. Browne’s view of hnm.'in theological knowledge 
is given in his Froeediire, Extent, and Limits of Human Undei standing 
(1728), and moie fn 3 y in Things Divine and Supernatural conceived 
by Analogy tuith Things Natural ami Human (1733). — Cutler's 
' analogy’ between the constitution of nature and that larger constitution 
that is implied in Religion, is not to be confounded with Bruwne’s 
annlosical intemretation oftlie attiibutes of God. 
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but, as Lysicles gave the occasion, I leave hiifl to answer 
for it 

Zys. I never dreamt of this dry dissertation. But, if 
I have been the occasion of discussing these scholastic 
points, by my unluckily mentioning the Schoolmen, it was 
my first fault of the kind, and I promise it shall be the last. 
The meddling witij crabbed authors any sort is »one'of 
my taste. I grant one meets now and then with a good 
notion in what we call dry writers, such a one for example 
as this 1 was speaking of, which I must own struck my 
fancy. But then, for these we have such as Prodicus or 
Diagoras, who look into obsolete books, and save the rest 
of us that trouble. 

Cri. So you pin your faith upon them ? 

Zj’s. It is only for some odd opinions, and matters of 
fact, and critical points. Besides, we know the men to 
whom we give credit j they are judicious and honest, and 
have no end to serve but truth. And I am confident some 
author or other has maintained the forementioned notion in 
the same sense as Diagoras related it. 

Cri. That may be. Bui it never was a received notion, 
and never will, so long as men believe a God : the' same 
arguments that prove a First Cause proving an Intelligent 
Cause ; — intelligent, I say, in the proper sense ; wise and 
good in the true and formal acceptation of the words. 
Otherwise, it is evident that every syllogism brought to 
prove those attributes, or, which is the same thing, to prove 
the being of a God, will be found to consist of four terms, 
and consequently can conclude nothing \ But for your 

> 'Four terms ’ in a syllogism — one of the commonest fallacies, due 
to the ambiguity of human language. The TcfeT^nce is to the position 
in Bishop Browne in his Proeedurt of iht Undorstanding and Divine 
Analogy, where he argues that God’s so-called ‘knowledge’ and 
'goodness’ axe not knowledge or goodness as we understand those 
terms, but only words that represent mysteries which transcend human 
intelligence. Can this be reconciled with theislic faith ? 
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part, Alciphron, you have been fully convinced that God is 
a thinking intelligent being, in the san^ sense with other : 
spirits; though not in the same imperfect manner or 
degree. 

23. Ale. And yet I am not without my scruples : for, with 
knowledge you infer wisdom, and with wisdom goodness. 
But how is it possible to conceive God so good and man 
so wi(^ed? It may,’perhaps, with soine colour be alleged 
that a little soft shadowing of evil sets off the bright and 
luminous parts of the creation, and so contributes to the 
beauty of the whole piece; but for blots so large and so 
black it is impossible to account by that principle. That 
there, should be so much vice, and so little virtue upon 
earth, and that the laws of God’s kingdom should be so 
ill observed by His subjects, is what can never be recon- 
ciled with that surpassing wisdom and goodness of the 
supreme Monarch b 

Evph. Tell me, Alcifliron, would you argue that a state 
was ill administered, or judge of the manners of its citizens, 
by the disorders committed in the jail or dungeon? 

Ale. I would not. 

Euph. And, for aught we know, this spot, with the few 
sinners on it, bears no greater proportion to the universe of 
intelligences than a dungeon doth to a kingdom. It seems 
we are led, not only by revelation, but by common sense, 
observing and inferring from the analogy of visible things, 
to conclude there are innumerable orders of intelligent 
beings more happy and more perfect than man; whose 
life is but a span, and whose place, this earthly globe, 
is but a point, in respect of the whole system of God’s 


’ This familiar difficulty does not rise, like that which occasioned the 
analogical hypothesis, from perplexities implied in a finite Intelligence, 
It is occasioned by the Evil which in fact men find in their own lives 
and around them. 
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creation. We are dazzled, indeed, with tliet glory and 
grandeur of thingsfhere below, because we know no better. 
But, I am apt to think, if we knew what it was to be an 
angel for one hour, we should return to this world, though 
it were to sit on the brightest throne in it, with vastly more 
loathing and reluctance than we would now descend into 
a loathsome dungeon or sepulchre’. 

24. Cri. To me it seems naturaf that such a weak, 
passionate, and short-sighted creature as man should be 
ever liable to scruples of one kind or other ’. But, as this 
same creature is apt to be over-positive in judging, and 
over-hasty in concluding, it falls out that these difficulties 
and scruples about God’s conduct are made objections to His 
being’. And so men come to argue from their own defects 
against the Divine perfections. And, as the views and 
humours of men are different and often opposite, you may 
sometimes see them deduce the same atheistical conclusions 
from contrary premises. I knew an instance of this in 
two minute philosophers of my acquaintance who used to 
argue each from his own temper against a Providence. 
One of them, a man of a choleric and vindictive spirit, 
said he could not believe a Providence, because London 
was not swallowed up or consumed by fire from heaven j 

’ Astronomers tell ns of thiity miliions of stars or suns, with their 
respective planetary systems— it may be supposed the homes of self- 
conscions persons or moral agents, as well as merely sentient beings. 
With the conception thus formed of the population of the material 
nnivme, not to speak of unembodied spirits, what room is Iheie for 
a priori dogmas regarding man? 

’ This suggested mitigation of the mystery of the sorrow and sin 
found on this planet is in the spirit of Butler’s ' Analogy’ lalher than of 
Browne’s, especially Butler’s Sermon on the 'Ignorance of Man.’ 

• Thus ranch at least, as Butler might say, will be found not taken 
for granted but that a re.-isonaWe man? who will consider 

the matter, may he ns much assmed as he is of his own being, that 
it is not so clear a case that there is nothing in our faith in theistie 
optimism and ethical supremacy in the universe, or in om own continned 
moral agency after physical death. 
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the streets “being, as he said, full of people who shew no 
other belief or worship of God but perpetually praying 
that He would damn, rot, sink, and confound them.. The 
other, being of an indolent easy temper, concluded there'- 
could be no such thing as Providence; for that a being 
of consummate wisdom must needs employ himself better 
thkn ii), minding the prayers and action^ and little interests 
of mankind \ 

Ale. After all, if God have no passions, how can it be 
true that vengeance is His? Or how can Ho be said to 
be jealous of His glory ? 

Cri, We believe that God executes vengeance without 
revenge, and is jealous without weakness, just as the 
mind of man sees without eyes, and apprehends without 
hands. 

25. Ale, To put a period to this discourse, we will grant 
there is a God in this dispassionate sense ; but what then ? 
What hath this to do with Religion or Divine worship? 
To what purpose are all these prayers, and praises, and 
thanksgivings, and singing of praises, which the foolish 
vulgar call serving God? What sense, or use, or end is 
there’ in all these things ? 

Cri. We worship God, we praise and pray to Him ; not 
because we think that He is proud of our worship or fond 
of our praise or prayers, and affected with them as man- 
kind are: or that all our service can contribute in the 
least degree to His happiness or good: but because it is 
good for us to be so disposed towards God : because it is 
just and right, and suitable to the nature of things, and 


^ A supreme law of Omuipresent Fruvideotial Adaptation is no 
more iDapplicable tu tbe ‘ little interests of mankind,’ or even of the 
lowest orders of sentient beings, than the law of gravitation is in- 
applicable to the fall of a grain of sand. Is not the Universe of God 
adapted as much to the least os to the greatest thing and person 
contained in it? 
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becoming the relation we stand in to our supreme Lord 
and Governor. 

Ale. If it be good for us to worship God, it should seem 
that the Christian Religion, which pretends to teach men 
the knowledge and worship of God, was of some use and 
benefit to mankind. 

Cri, Doubtless. ^ 

Ale. If this can be made appear, f shall own myself very 
much mistaken, 

Cri. It is now near dinner-time. Wherefore, if you 
please, we will put an end to this conversation for the 
present \ 


' Berkeley, in the preceding Gialogne, nrgnes that faith in the 
existence and character of Cod may be vindicated in the same way ns 
faith in the existence and character of onr fellow-men. He realises the 
universe as consisting in a hierarchy of intercommunicating spirits-^, 
intercommnnicatlng by means of the phenomena presented to each in 
sense; and all by like means in communion with the Divine Spirit 
Supreme. God is with him the Spirit, Supreme in the hierarchy, on 
whom all other conscious spirits and the universe depend. 

But one may ask whether this conception enough recognises that 
ineflahle mysteriousness of the Infinite Being, which nourishes the 
sentiment of reverence, so efficacious in our spiritual life, and which is 
involved in the faith, in its dilTerent degrees in individual men, on which 
human life nltimntely rests 1 

At the opposite extreme God disappears in Unknowable Power — as 
with Herbert Spencer. 

The difficulty of an inttrfnediate between the extremes of iheislic 
anthropomorphism and total theological nescience perplexes modem 
thought. A God fully comprehensible by us is no God; a God 
totally unknowable by man cannot engage faith. Berkeley seems 
unconscious of the difficulty. Out of it has arisen the theological 
agnosticism of modem physical science, and its counterpart gnosticism, 
in an Abstract God — personified in finite spirits. Siris carries us Auther 
into this subject. 

The preceding Dialogue hardly recognises difficulties which are now 
apt to beset the inquirer in theology; for it encourages the assumption 
that there is no alternative between a fully comprehended God and 
dogmatic Atheism. Moreover, little U said that applies to later scientific 
agnosticism, initiated by Hume, which pronounces the final problem 
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insolnble — it Hwnc’s woids, ' a riddle, an enigma, an inesplicable 
mystery’; with ‘donbt, uncertainty, and suspense of judgment,' ns 'the 
only result of our most accurate scrutiny into it’ — and which thus 
holds us debarred from any nltimate satisfaction. We ore now 
beginning to see that if the nltimate is total darkness, then even secular 
life, and the generalisations of science, may be unworthy of trust. The 
issue is thus total as well as theologioil agnosticism, 

'Mat^ of the subjects ^hat are tonched in tl;/! preceding annotations 
and in those which follow aie discusaed in my Philosophy of Theism, 
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FURTHER VINDICATED AND EXPLAINED 


g. By a sensible object I understand that which is properly 
perceived by sense. Things properly perceived by sense are 
immediately perceived'. — Besides things properly and imme- 
diately perceived by any sense, there may be also other 
things suggested to the mind by means of those proper and 
immediate objects: — which things so suggested are not 
objects of that sense, being in truth only objects of the 
imagination and originally belonging to some otlier sense 
or faculty. Thus, sounds, are the proper object of lieEtring, 
being properly and immediately perceived by that, and by 
no other sense. But, by the mediation of sounds or words, 
all other things may be suggested to the mind; and yet 
things so suggested are not thought the object of hearing, 
lo. The peculiar objects of each sense, although they are 

' Do we become immediately percipient — meaning by that cognisant 
of something that is more than a transient phenomenon contempo- 
raneous only with the percipient act — ^in any one of our five senses, 
taken singly? Does eaternaiity so belong to all of them that in each 
we reach not only sensations, but also realise objects independent of the 
individual percipient ? If so, what means this dist^ction, and how and 
why is it made? 

’ ' imagination,* i. e. expectant imagination. But is not reason talent 
in the automatic expectation, founded on tiust in the constancy of 
natural order, which Berkeley calls 'suggestion *7 
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truly or sfetly perceived by that sense alone, may yet be 
suggested to the imagination by someilother sense. The 
objects therefore of all the senses may become objects of 
imagination — which faculty represents all sensible things. 
A colour, therefore, which is truly perceived by sight alone, 
may nevertheless, upon hearing the words blue or red, be 
apprel»ended by the„imagination. It is in a primary and 
peculiar manner the object of sight ; in a secondary manner 
it is the object of imagination: but cannot properly be 
supposed the object of hearing 

II. The objects of sense^ being things immediately per- 
ceived, are otherwise called ideas\ 

The cause ^ of these ideas, or the power of producing 
them, is not the object of sense — not being itself perceived, 
but only inferred by reason from its effects, to wit, those 
objects or ideas which are perceived by sense. From our 
ideas of sense the inference of reason is good to Power, 
Cause, Agent. But we may not therefore infer that our 
ideas are like unto this Power, Cause, or Active Being. 
On the contrary, it seems evident that an idea can be only 
like another idea, and that in our ideas or immediate 


' In this and the preceding section he distinguishes smse-phmoutma 
that are immediately perceived in the seveinl senses, and peculiar to 
each sense, from suggestiont, in which more than one sense is involved, 
their respective data being interpreted as signs, by which our peicep- 
tion of extra-organic things is enlarged. Berkeley’s ‘immediate per- 
ception ’ is direct consciousness of phenomena In sense ; his ' suggestion ’ 
is the automatic tnterprelcdion of the phenomena given in sense that is 
evoked after custom or experience. 

’ Elsewhere called 'sensations’ and 'real ideas’ (in contrast with 
'chimeras’ of fnne^, and afterwards in Siris called 'phenomena.’ 
Phenomenon is perhaps the most convenient term. 

s 'Cause’ here is not dgn, i.e. constant antecedent or natural cause, 
but efficient or productive cause ; and that with Berkeley must be spirtt. 
It cannot be phenom^on of sense. 
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objects of sense, there is nothing of Power, CSusality, or 
Agency included. ^ 

12. Hence it follows that the power or cause of ideas is 
not an object of sense, hntot reason. Our knowledge of the 
cause is measured by the effect of the power, by our idea. 
To the absolute nature, therefore, of outward causes or 
powers, we have nothing to say : they j|re no objects »of our 
sense or perception. Whenever, therefore, the appellation 
of sensible object is used in a determined intelligible sense, 
it is not applied to signify the absolutely existing out- 
ward cause or power, but the ideas themselves produced 
thereby *. 

13. Ideas which are observed to be connected together 
aie vulgarly considered under the relation of cause and 
effect, wheieas, in strict and philosophic truth, they are 
only related as the sign to the thing signified*. For, we 
know our ideas, and therefore know that one idea camiot 
be the cause of another. We know that our ideas of sense 
are not the cause of themselves. We know also that we do 
not cause them. Hence we know they must have some 

other efficient cause, distinct &om tliem and us. 

’ * 

14. In treating of Vision, it was my purpose to consider 
the ejjeets and appearances — the objects perceived by my 
senses — the ideas of sight as connected with those of touch ; 
to inquire how one idea comes to suggest another belonging 

* This seems to say that the thiogs of sense Involve only phenomena 
dirutly perctivtd in sense, or ettggested when the data of sense are 
interpreted as evidence of sense-phenomena to be expected. But the 
rational relations which the objects necessarily thns Involve are not 
empirical phenomena; they are presupposed. ^ 

* lie does not articulately show what is involved in our being obliged 
to refer sensuous phenomena to unperceived power ; nor why we must 
connect them as sign and thing signified, i. e. under laws persistent. 
Mere stmt cannot give more than a transient phenomenon. Of sug- 
ffstien he only says that it is based on ' arbitrary jpstitution.' 
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to a di/feienl sense; how things visible suggest things 
tangible; how present things suggest tflings more remote 
and future — whether by likeness, by necessary connexion, 
by geometrical inference, or by arbitrary institution. 

15. It hath indeed been a prevailing opinion and un- 
doubted principle among mathematicians and philosophers 
that tlsere were certjjin ideas common to both senses: 
whence arose the distinction of primary and secondary 
qualities. But, I think it hath been demonstrated that 
there is no such thing as a toinmon object — as an idea, or 
kind of idea, perceived both by sight and touch. 

16. In order to treat with due exactness on the nature of 
Vision, it is necessary in the first place accurately to consider 
our own ideas ; to distinguish where there is a difference ; 
to call things by their right names; to define terms, and 
not confound ourselves and others by their ambiguous use ; 
the want or neglect whereof hath so often produced mistakes. 
Hence it is that men talk as if one idea was the efficient 
cause of another ; hence they mistake inferettces of reason for 
perceptions of sense ; hence they confound the power residing 
in soimwhat external'^ with the proper object of sense — ^which 
is in truth no more than our own idea. 

17. When wc have well understood and considered the 
nature of Vision, we may, by reasoning from thence, be better 
able to collect some knowledge of the external unseen cause 
of our ideas; — whether it be one or many, intelligent or 
unintelligent, active or inert, body or spirit. But, in order 
to understand and comprehend this theory and discover 
the true principles thereof, we should consider the likeliest 
way is not to attend to unknown substances, external causes, 


^ This ‘power’ is, willi Berkeley, Divine Mind or Spiiit— not imme- 
diately peiceived by our senses, but found by ‘inference,’ if not by 
automatic suggestion. 

’ i, e. the theory of jur power of interpreting phenomenn. 
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agents, or powers j nor to reason or infer anything about 
or from things o’^scure, unperceived, and altogether un- 
known'. 

1 8. As in this inquiry we are concerned with what objects 
we perceive, or our own ideas, so, upon them our reasonings 
must proceed. To treat of things utterly unknown as if we 
knew them, and sq lay our beginniqg in obscurityj, would 
not surely seem the properest means for the discovering of 
truth. Hence it follows, that it would be wrong if one 
about to treat of the nature of Vision should, instead of 
attending to visible ideas, define the object of sight to be 
that obscure cause, that invisible fewer or agent, which fro- 
duced visible ideas in our minds. Certainly such cause or 
power does not seem to be the object either of the sense 
or the science of Vision, inasmuch as what we know thereby 
we know only of the effects 


* ‘unknown’— so far as mere sense is concerned. 

’ The foregoing sections confine the question to the ejects we are 
directly percipient of— namely, ' ideas of sense,' or ‘ phenomena ’ actually 
present— and to their suggested connexion with one another, in which 
connexion the reality of the material world consists. The /awrrthat 
presents phenomena to oiir senses, in on interpretnble order, cannot 
itself be an • object ’ of sense : its character is presupposed in our trust 
in the language of nature. We distinguish what we cats produce, 
from visible and tangible phenomena which we cannot produce, and 
which we find oniselves in reason obliged to refer to a Spirit ' distinct 
from tliem and us’ (5 13). Causality— physical, formal, efficient, and 
final— as a fundamental pnnciple of Universal Reason, is thus, as it were, 
proposed here for further philosophical analysis, by a student so inclined. 

The causal frincifle has been used by some as a piemiss in reasonings 
on behalf of the existence of Matter. The phenomena of sense, they 
argue, must be caused: we are not their cat^e (although they are 
perceived by us) : they must therefore be ejfecls of a Something, called 
Hatter. Unable to accept this condusioii, Berkeley had asked. Must 
not the Power of which the phenomena presented to our senses and 
their interpretable order are effects— at least if the word ‘power’ is to 
have a meaning — be Mind or Spirit — like our own mind in kind, but 
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33. We net only impose on others but often on ourselves, 
by the unsteady or ambiguous use of tfyms. One would 
imagine that an object should be perceived^, I must own, 
when that word is employed in a different sense, that I am 
at a loss for its meaning, and consequently cannot compre- 
hend any arguments or conclusions about it. And lam not 
sure that, on my own part, some inaccuracy of expression, 
as well as the peculiar nature of the subject, not always 
easy either to explain or conceive, may not have rendered 
my Treatise concerning Vision difficult to a cursory reader. 
But, to one of due attention, and who makes my words an 
occasion of his own thinking, I conceive the whole to be 
veiy intelligible ; and, when it is rightly understood, I scarce 
doubt but it will be assented to. One thing at least I can 
affirm, that, if I am mistaken, I can plead neither haste nor 


higher in degree — net a mere abstraction, as Matter divorced from 
living Mind is? — Others, Reid and Hamilton for instance, deny that 
Matter is thus infeirtd. Body and mind, in their view, exist face to 
loss ia pareeptioa^s Jie st/i .re.Wj£W oS asA /*■•- 

each equally known to the perceiving mind, in an irreducible 
act ; neither knowable independently of their phenomena. — Berkeley 
argues 4hat we may infer that Active Spirit is the cause of sense- 
presented phenomena and of their significance, although we cannot infer 
that abstract Matter is so. And his implied reason for this seems to 
be, that we have experience of what 'power ' means, in the free personal 
acts of which we recognise ourselves as the responsible, and tbeiefore 
true causes, while we cannot connect any meaning with the term 
power when it is applied to ‘ matter ’ : there is meaning in spiritual or 
morally responsible power', but power in snatter is a meaningless 
abstraction. 

A sort of representative perception of sensible things is implied 
in Berkeley’s ' suggestion,’ or acquired perception : ' real things ’ consist 
of phenomena that are significant of (and thus represent) other pheno- 
mena — under natural law, i. e. according to the rational order of ever 
acting Divine Providence. 

t Berkeley's suggested ' objects of sense’ imply both actual and 
peeled phenomena of sense ; the former signs of the latter, and the latter 
expected, but not actually given in sense. (Cf. § 39.) He regards what 
is suggested as mediately perceived, and so resolves inductive expectation 
into automatic suggestion and consequent trust, 

S.B. 1341’’ T 
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inattention, having taken true pains and miS^h thought 
about it. fl 


38. It is to be noted that, in formerly considering the 
Theory of Vision, I observed a certain known method, 
wherein, from false and popular suppositions, men do often 
arrive at truth nWhereas in the synthetical method of 
delivering science or truth already found, we proceed in an 
inverted order, the conclusions in the analysis being assumed 
as principles in the synthesis. I shall therefore now begin 
with that conclusion — That Vision is the Language of the 
Author of Nature j from thence deducing theorems and 
solutions of phenomena, and explaining the nature of visible 
things and the visive faculty. 

39. Ideas which are observed to be connected with other 
ideas come to be considered as signs “, by means whereof 
things not actually perceived by sense are signified or sug- 
gested to the imaginaiion 'j whose objects ’they are, and 
which alone perceives them. And, as sounds suggest other 
things, so characters suggest other sounds j and, in general, 
all signs suggest the things signified, there being no idea 
which may not offer to the mind another idea which hath 
been frequently joined with it In certain cases a sign 
may suggest its correlate as an image, in others as an effect, 
in others as a cause*. But, where there is no such relation 

The juvenile Essetg on Vision proceeds upwards fiom facts to the 
general principle which they exemplify. 

• How do they ‘ come to be so considered’? Berkeley says through 
‘ experience ’ or ‘ custom. ’ But the ‘ custom of nature ’ which the things 
of sense follow, commonly called ‘law’ of nature, presupposes an 
‘ arbitrary (not capricious) institution ’ of the laws,^y the ethically fetfect 
wilt of God. 

* Does this imply that eOident and final causes — free spiritual causes 
— are only ‘ suggested ’ automatically and blindly in sense, without being 
inferred under moral reason? 
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of similitinle or causality, nor any necessary connexion 
whatsoever, two things, by their mere c^-existence, or two 
ideas, merely by being perceived together, may suggest or 
signify one the other — their connexion being all the while 
arbitr.'H7 j for it is the connexion only, as such, that causeth 
this effect *. 

’40. ^ gieat number of arbitrary sign^ various and oppo- 
site, do constitute a Language. If such arbitrary connexion 
be instituted by men, it is an artificial Language ; if by the 
Author of Nature, it is a Natural Language. Infinitely 
various are the modifications of light and sound, whence 
they are each capable of supplying an endless variety of 
signs, and, accordingly, have been each employed to form 
languages ; the one by the arbitrary appointment of man- 
kind, the other by that of God Himself. A connexion 
established by the Author of Nature, in the ordinary course 
of things, may surely he called natural, as that made by 
men will be named artificial. And yet this doth not hinder 
but. tbe. uue. rawj be wtbbrwy as tbe other. Aud, va feet, 
there is no more likeness to exhibit, or necessity to infer, 
things tangible from the modifications of light, than there 
is in 'language to collect the meaning from the sound 
{fissay on Vision, sect. 144, 147). But, such as the con- 
nexion is of the various tones and articulations of voice 


* Association seems to be here taken as an explanation of our trust 
In objective order in nature; and thus of out translation of the 
transitory phenomena of sense into fixed perceptions of solid and 
extended things. This might be compared with Kant's theory of 
perception, according to which sensations, received under necessary 
forms of space, are made intelligible by categories of understanding. 
The modern student has to determine between the two explanations. 
Serkeley assumes that each human being begins his conscious life 
with perception of phenomena presented to his senses independently of 
his will; he then finds by ‘ suggestion’— which here seems to mean 
little more than association of ideas — the externality of this experience, 
and then rises to inductive judgments of science. 
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with their several meanings, the same is it b&ween the 
various modes of iight and their respective correlates, or, 
in other words, between the ideas of sight and touch. 

41. As to light, and its several modes or colours, all 
thinking men are agreed that they are ideas peculiar only 
to sight j neither common to the touch, nor of the same 
kind with any that are perceived by that serrse. ButJaerern 
lies the mistake, that, beside these, there are supposed other 
ideas common to both senses, being equally perceived by 
sight and touch— such as Extension, Size, Figure, and 
Motion. But that there are in reality no such common 
ideas, and that the objects of sight, marked by these words, 
are entirely different and heterogeneous from whatever is 
the object of feeling, marked by the same names, hath been 
proved in the Theory {A New Theory of Vision^ sect. ray). 

42. To perceive is one thing; to judge is another. So 
likewise, to be suggested is one thing, and to be inferred 
another. Things are suggested and perceived by Sense. 
We make judgments and inferences by the Understanding, 
(a) What w’e immediately and properly perceive by sight is 
its primary object — light and colours. ( 6 ) What is suggested, 
or perceived by mediation thereof, are tangible ideas — 
which may be considered as secondary and improper objects 
of sight, (i) We infer causes from effects, effects from 
causes, and properties one from another, where the connexion 
is necessary ’. 

1 Nutc m this a fuller recognition of universal and necessary hnman 
judgments, having their evidence in themselves, the source of intulllve 
truths above sense, — designated by some the Common Sense. According 
to lierkeley, in his earlier writings, onr ability to read into what 
we see nicire than is directly seen is due to ' suggestion ’ of phenomena 
previously perceived, especially in touch. In all this Intellect is latent. 
Judgment and inference, on the other hand, manifest Intellect proper. 
Higher development of mind, in which Sense is subordinate to Intellect, 
is now more prominent in his view. 

Whnt docs Berkeley here and elsewhere mean by • necessity ' of con- 
nexion; and how, on his theory of knowledge, does he account for 
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Jfow COMBS it to pass that we apprehend by the ideas of sight 
certain other ideas, which neither resemble them, nor cause ’ 
them, nor are caused by them, nor have any necessary con- 
nexion with them ? The solution of this Problem, in its full 
extent, doth comprehend the whole Theory of Vision. This 
stating of the matter placeth it on a new foot, and in 
a'diffejent light from all preceding theoj;ies, 

43. To which the ’proper answer is — That this is done in 
virtue of an arbitrary connexion, instituted by the Author of 
Nature\ 

44. The proper, immediate object of vision is light, in 
all its modes and variations, various colours in kind, in 
degree, in quantity; some lively, others faint; more of some 
and less of others ; various in their bounds or limits ; various 
in their order and situation. A blind man, when first made 
to see, might perceive these objects, in which there is an 
endless variety ; but he would neither perceive nor imagine 
any resemblance or connexion between these visible objects 
and those perceived by feeling®. Lights, shades, and 
colours would suggest nothing to him about bodies, hard or 
soft, ’rough or smooth: nor would their quantities, limits 
or order suggest to him geometrical figures, or extension, or 
situation— which they must do upon the received supposition, 
that these objects are common to sight and touch. 

the 'necessity'? He finds 'judgments’ of reason rising out of 
* suggestions, ’ but be does not define precisely what they are, or 
unfold them articulately. In short, he does not anticipate either Kant 
or Reid. 

1 The philosophical inquirer still asks On what uttimate ground of 
reason we in any Cose proceed from the known to the unknown— from 
the perceived sign to the suggested thing signified. More than a mere 
datnm of sense is needed to explain Ibis mental transition; and to 
justify the assumption of steady order in nature, which is involved in 
expectation and inductive inference, 

* ‘ feeling,’ i. e. touch, which here, as elsewhere with Berkeley, 
includes the muscular sense, and the sense of locomotive activity. 
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45. All the various sorts, combinations, ^quantities, 
degrees, and dispor,itions of light and colours, would, upon 
the first perception thereof, be considered in themselves 
only as a new set of sensations and ideas. As they are 
wholly new and unknown, a man born blind would not, at 
first sight, give them the names of things formerly known 
and perceived by Jjis touch. But, after some experience, 
he would perceive their connexion with tangible things, 
and would, therefore, consider them as signs, and give 
them (as is usual in other cases) the same names with the 
things signified. 

71. Before I conclude, it may not be amiss to add the 
following extract from the PMhsopldcal Transactions (No. 
400), relating to a person blind from his infancy, and long 
after made to see : ‘ When he first saw, he was so far from 
making any judgment about distances that he thought all 
objects whatever touched his eyes (as he expressed it) as 
what he felt did his skin, and thought no objects so agree- 
able as those which were smooth and regular, though he 
could form no judgment of their shape, or guess what it 
was in any object that was pleasing to him. He kneW not 
the shape of anything, nor any one thing from another, 
however different in shape or magnitude: but upon being 
told what things were, whose form he before knew from 
Feeling, he would carefully observe them that he might 
know them again ; but having too many objects to learn at 
once, he forgot many of them ; and (as he said) at first be 
learned to know, and again forgot, a thousand things in a 
day. Several weeks after he was couched being deceived 
by pictures, he asked which was the lying sense— Feeling 
or Seeing ? He was never able to imagin'^ any lines beyond 
the bounds he saw. The room he was in, he said, he knew 
to be part of the bouse, yet he could not conceive that the 
whole house could look bigger. He said every new object 
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was a new delight, and the pleasure was so great that he 
wanted ways to express it*.’ — ^Thus, by f^t and experiment, 
those points of the theory which seem the most remote 
from common apprehension were not a little confirmed, 
many years after I had been led into the discovery of them 
by reasoning. 

* Beriteley here quotes'*the noted experiment' of Cheselden, recorded 
in the Philosophical Transactions for iy:8. It is ofTered as evidence 
that our power of Miterpreting senstble signs is neither (a) an instinct 
nor (i) a necessary inference, hut (r) an expectation suggested hy our 
customary experience.— Chesclden’s is among the first of several recorded 
examples of persons bom blind and made to see, whose mental ex- 
perience, immediately consequent upon their acquirement of sight, 
has been (more or less accurately) described. Berkeley's comparative 
indifference to experiments of the sort, and to the relative physiology of 
the senses, is nqt difficult to understand. His appeal to our inward 
consciousness, to show that we cannot originally see outward distances, 
magnitudes, or situations, nor touch what is visible, nor see what is 
tangible ; along with the evidence he offere that our inclination to unite 
visible and tangible phenomena, as ' qualities ’ of the same ‘ substance,’ 
may all be explained by tbe constant mental association of the latter 
with the former — perhaps seemed to make testimony of the born-blind 
unnecessary. Our inadequate records of experiments like Cheselden’s 
illustrate the remark of Diderot, that an adequate cross-examination of 
persons born blind would be employment enough for the combmed 
powers of Newton, Descartes, Locke, and Leibniz. 

Besides the first experience of tbe bom-blind when made to see, the 
experiences of children, and of the lower animals, during the evolution 
of distinct visual perception, have also been recorded, with a view to 
show the nature and genesis of adult visual perception,— instead of 
Berkeley’s introspective inferences. The former is an example of the 
method of external observation in ijsycbology— mote obvious, but apt to 
overlook the spiritual facts. The latter is the method of Introspective 
analysis — more subtle and diflicnlt, but more fundamentaL Our 
pbyriologioal psychology is of later growth. 
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In Cod we Uve and move end have oui being. 




PRETi-ATORY NOTE 


Sin's a chain) appeared when Berkeley was ahoul 
sixty. It contains the philosophy of his later life, in which 
he rises from Locke to Plato. He ingeniously starts from 
the supposed medicinal virtues of tar-water, invites us 
to follow the ascending links which connect sensible things 
with one another, through supreme and pervading Divine 
Will, and then revels in his favourite thought of the natural 
woild in constant, because necessary, dependence on 
Active Reason. 

In Vkie 'EngVis'n ■mr?iapYi^s\ca\ W’tm'ctne oi Vne sftg’rheetA’n 
century no work more abounds in seeds of thought than 
Siris. Its immediate purpose was to confirm the conjecture 
that 'Tar yields a ‘water of health’ for the relief of diseases, 
from which the animal world might draw fresh supplies of 
vital activity. In a series of aphorisms, connected by 
subtle association, the thoughts of ancient and medieval 
philosophers are interwoven, the whole forming a study at 
once in medicine and in metaphysics. The work breathes 
the spirit of Plato, in the least Platonic generation in 
England since the rise of modem philosophy, all with the 
unexpectedness of genius, inspired by a thing so common- 
place as tar. 

More than hal? of Sins is occupied with physical con- 
jectures meant to improve the art of healing. The Selections 
which follow are almost all taken from the metaphysical 



284 


PREFATORY NOTE 


aphorisms. They may be studied apart fronr tar-water} 
simply as meditatijjns upon the world viewed in its Divine 
spiritual unity. 

In this curious work medicine thus passes into mcta^ 
physics. Doubt regarding the medicinal virtues of tar-watet 
need not disturb enjoyment of the philosophical speculations 
about the rational concatenation of the Universe of which 
tar is merely the occasion. The medical aphorisms may 
misinterpret the meaning that is latent in the phenomena 
of tar ; this must not hinder us from learning through Sirii 
to see, in an unsubstantial and powerless material world, a 
constant manifestation of God. 

When we compare Siris with the Principles, published 
nearly forty years earlier, we find important developments 
of Berkeley’s philosophy. The Universals of Reason here 
overshadow the changing phenomena presented in Sense 
and the suggestions of sensuous Imagination. Sensible 
things are looked at as adumbrations of a reality beyond 
Natee, which. pMosophy h^lpaustorecogaise.. aTheohjectS 
presented in sense are in Siris called phenomena, instead of 
ideas or sensatiofis] while Ideas (not in Berkeley’s early 
meaning of the term but in Plato’s) are recognised ks the 
supreme objects of meditative thought.^- 

An increase of intellectual tolerance and of eclecticism 
appears in Siris, and less disposition to insist with merely 
controversial acuteness upon the dependence of the sensible 
world on sentient mind, as a final solution of difiiculties. 
►That esse is percipi is felt to be the beginning rather than the 
end of philosophy.* Recluse meditation — long continued) 
with more study of human philosophy in the past — has 
given Berkeley a larger conception of the final problem of 
the Universe, and a feeling that it is neitfier so easily nor se 
perfectly intelligible under this old formula as it seemed in 
his ardent and less considerate youth. Awe of its mys- 
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teriousnessiis shown, and also icadiness to allow different 
ages and countries, each in its own way, to recognise Divine 
Reason and Will as supreme, — with sWl irreducible data 
too in the explanation finally offered. *He now welcomes 
an acknowledgment of God in any intellectual form 
of faith that consists with supremacy of Reason in the 
univer^.^ His last work in philosop^ more than any 
breathes and helps ^ to educate the philosophic spirit,' 
which begins in infantile wonder, but is found at the end 
to issue in wonder deepened by reflection. Siris illustrates 
his spiritual growth in later life. We find him intellec' 
tually broader, more modest, and more liberal ; more ready 
to accept with reverence the ‘broken’ philosophy, with ' 
its sense of mystery, to which deep and patient insight 
at last conducts us j more aware that in this mortal state^ 
under its present limitations, we must be satisfied to make 
the best of any openings which occur;— yet not without 
hope, there being ‘no subject so obscure but we may 
discern come of Witlh by loag pcsvng ow it,’ if we 

cultivate love for truth — ‘ the cry of all,’ while it is really 
* the game of only a few.’ 

Thhs thought in the life of Berkeley, taken in chronological 
order, begins with Matter and ends with God. Intellect is 
latent in the senses : the phenomena of the external world 
find their ultimate explanation in the omnipresent meaning 
which makes science possible : "'Sense-perception connects 
conscious Spirit and unconscious phenomena, with their un- 
fathomable mysteries of Space and Timef Reason essays the 
Divine meaning of what in Sense is revealed under conditions 
of co-existence and succession. ^Here are the three great 
objects of meditative thought — the conscious Ego and the 
Material World, mutually related in and through God. The 
correlation of Self and Sense — Spirit and Matter — is pro- 
minent in the Principles', the ultimate unity of the Universe 
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in Divine Spirit is prominent in Siris, which enforces the 
■ harmony of science of Nature with the constant orderly 
agency of Omnipresent Reason and Will. Natural causa- 
' tion is a revelation of the Divine Agent who is immanent 
and yet manifested in the natural n’orld and in man. & 
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154. The order ana course 01 tnmgs, and the experiments • 
we daily make, shew there is a Mind that governs and 
actuates this mundane system, as the proper real agent 
and cause. . . . We have no proof, either from experiment 
or reason, of any other agent or efficient cause than Mind 
or Spirit. When, therefore, we speak of corporeal agents 
or corporeal causes, this is to be understood in a different, 
subordinate, and improper sense *. 

155. Tha^rfiicfpfes where-of % » cosapowndsd, tha 

insirwnent used in its production, and the end for which it 
was intended, are all in vulgar use termed ‘causes,’ — though 
none of them be, strictly speaking, agent or efficient. There 
is not any proof that an extended corporeal or mechanical 
cause doth really and properly act — even motion itself being 
in truth a passion. . . . They are, nevertheless, sometimes 
termed ‘ agents ’ and * causes/ although they are by no means 

' This and the following sections express Berkeley's later thoughts 
abont Active Reason as the Universal Power, and so the insnfliciency 
of the atomic or a^y other merely physical hypothesis, as our 
ultimate explanation of the universe, although it may satisfy science. 
His implied premiss is, that every change must at last have sujpcitni 
cause, and that the only sufficient ultimate cause must be God ; but that 
in physical nature, anything might a priori have been made by God tbe 
previsive trustworthy sign, i. e. natural canse, of any change. 
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active in a strict and proper signification. Wheis therefore 
force, power, virtue, or action is mentioned as subsisting in 
an extended and corporeal or mechanical being, this is not 
to be taken in a true, genuine, and real, but only in a gross 
and popular sense, which sticks in appearances, and doth 
not analyse things to their first principles In compliance 
with established language and the use of the woijld, \fe 
must employ the popular current phrase. But then in 
regard to truth we ought to distinguish its meaning. 


i6o. The mind of man acts by an instrument necessarily’. 
The TO ^yeiwvuehv, Or Mind presiding in the world, acts by an 
*instrument freely ’. Without instrumental and second causes, 
there could be no regular course of nature. And without a 
regular course, nature could never be understood ; mankind 
must always be at a loss, not knowing what to expect, or 
how to govern themselves, or direct their actions for the 
obtaining of any end. Therefore in the government of the 
world physical agents — ^improperly so called — or mechanical 
or second causes, or natural causes or instruments, are ne- 
cessary to assist, not the governor, but the governed *. 


> This is urged and illustrated in Thomas Brown’s Inquiry into the 
Relation of Cause and Effect. 

’ This is in the spirit of the opening aphorisms of the Nvuum Organum, 
which teach that, in older to be able to prodnee beneficial changes in 
nature, man must observe and understand the established connexions, or 
laws of change, in nature. A divinely-established sense-symbolism is the 
basis of trustworthy science of natnre. 

’ The Maws of nature,’ to which man mnst conform his actions, 
are here assumed to be themselves the issue of the will of God— so 
that natnre is essentially supernatural, although merely physical science 
disregards its supernatuial side, while philosophy's bound to recognise 
both sides. 

* Cf. Frtnciples, do-66, in which Berkeley urges the utility to man 
of ehhorate order in nature, which needs to be interpreted in science, 
and its consistency with constant dependence of matter and Us change^ 
upon Spirit. 
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231. Tl*e laws of attraction and repulsion are to be re- 
garded as laws of motion j and these only as rules or methods - 
observed in the productions of natural ejects, — the efficient 
and final causes whereof are not of mechanical consideration. 
Certainly, if the explaini/tg a phsenomenon be to assign its 
proper efficient and final cause, it should seem that Me- 
chanical Philosophers never explained any thing; their 
province being only tS discover the laws of nature, that is, 
the general rules and methods of motion, and to account 
for particular phenomena by reducing them under, or 
shewing their conformity to, such general rules. 

33a. Some corpuscularian philosophers of the last age 
have indeed attempted to explain the formation of this world ' 
and its phaenomena by a few simple laws of mechanism. 
But, if we consider the various productions of nature, in the 
mineral, vegetable, and animal parts of the creation, I believe 
we shall see cause to affinn, that not any one of them has 
hitherto been, or can be, accounted for on principles merely 
mechanical; and that nothing could be more vain and 
imaginary than to suppose with Descartes, that merely from 
a circular motion’s being impressed by the supreme Agent 
on tile particles of extended substance, the whole world, 
with all its several parts, appurtenances, and phaenomena, 
might be produced, by a necessary consequence, from the 
laws of motion h 

233. Others suppose that God did more at the beginning, 
having then made the seeds of all vegetables and animals, 
containing their solid organical parts in miniature, the 

^ This is part of the scientific cosmogony of Descartes. He explained 
the stellar system, and the motions of stars and planets, as the issne of 
vortices, or vortical motioni, in an original chaos coextensive with 
space. But this must be taken in connexion with what he taught 
about the apparent Interaction of mind and body being really due to 
the constant effident agency of God. The notion of constant Divine 
agency was earned further byMalebrancheand other Cartesians, in their 
theory of 'occasional ’ causes. 

s.D. 1341" 


U 
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gradual filling and evolution of which, by th^ influx of 
proper juices, dotji constitute the generation and growth 
of a living body. So that the artificial structure of plants 
and animals daily generated requires no present exercise of 
art to produce it, having been already framed at the origin 
of the world, which with all its parts hath ever since sub- 
sisted ; — going like^a clock or machine by itself, accordihg 
to the laws of nature, without the immediate hand of the 
artist'. But how can this hypothesis explain the blended 
features of different species in mules and other mongrels ? 
or the parts added or changed, and sometimes whole limbs 
lost, by marking in the womb ? or how can it account for 
the resurrection of a tree from its stump, or the vegetative 
power in its cuttings ? in which cases we must necessarily 
conceive something more than the mere evolution of a 
seed’. 

334. Mechanical laws of nature or motion direct us how 
to act, and teach us what to expect. Where Intellect pre- 
nides tbfsy jyJJU he .method And order, jsod therefore .ruJeSy 
which if not stated and consfaint, would cease to be rules. 
There is therefore a constancy in things, which is styled the 
Course of Nature *. All the phsenomena in nature are pro- 

r This is the theory of Leibniz, according to which the force or 
energy originally infused into the nniverse remains the same, only 
Subject to transformations, agreeably to laws of nature, in a harmony 
pre-established by God between thoughts and motions. Mind and body 
in man thus agree like two clocks moving in concert. And thus the 
material world is always in harmony with intelligence, and thus inter., 
pretable. With Cartesians and with Leibniz, matter is neither that of 
which we are actnally percipient, nor is it the efficient cause of ovi 
being percipient ; we are percipient by present (Coitesiaub), or preoiom 
(Letbnizians) agency and design of God. 

’We cannot, he virtually argues, find sufficieot cause of the effects in 
mere data of sense and their changes, so that there must be more thoii 
an evolution of phenomena to explain the issue tiustworthily. The 
issue presupposes the constant orderly agency of evolving Mind, evolution 
itself bebg manifestation of power in the evolving Mind. 

• Falthj i-c. trust in the supremacy of Moral Reason at the rooj 
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duced by emotion. There appears an uniform working in 
things great and small, by attracting and repelling forces. < 
But the particular laws of attraction 'and repulsion are 
various. Nor are we concerned at all about the forces, 
neither can we know or measure them otherwise than by 
their effects, that is to say, the motions; which motions 
oAly, ajid not the forces, are indeed in ^he bodies. Bodies 
are moved to or from each other, and this is performed 
according to different laws. The natural or mechanic 
philosopher endeavours to discover those laws by experi- 
ment and reasoning. But what is said of forces residing in 
bodies^ whether attracting or repelling, is to be regarded only 
as a mathematical hypothesis, and not as any thing really* 
existing in nature '. 

235. We are not therefore seriously to suppose, with 
certain mechanic philosophers, that -the minute particles of 
bodies have real forces or powers, by which they act on each 
other, to produce the various phenomena in nature. The 
minute corpuscles are impelled and directed, that is to say, 
moved to and from each other, according to various rules 
or laws of motion. The laws of gravity, magnetism, and 
electricity are divers. And it is not known what other 
different rules or laws of motion might be established by 
the Author of Nature 

237. These and numberless other effects seem inexplic- 


of all, is In shoit the basis of our inductive reliance on constant physical 
order. 

i That is to say, even if all changes in natural phenomena could be 
resolved according to Jaws of motion, these laws would be themselves 
only effects, not true causes. But Intellect, thus omnipresent in motions 
and their laws, cannot be an effect of the motion which reveals it. 

* The ‘arbitrariness' of the existing constitution of nature means 
dependence, not on caprice, but on Pivlne Will. The ultimate depend- 
ence of the physical world on the moral world Is suggested. 
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able on mechanical principles} or otherwise than by recourse 
to a mind or Spiritual Agent. Nor will it suffice from 
present phsenomena and effccLs, through a chain of natural 
causes and subordinate blind agents, to trace a Divine 
Intellect as the remote origmal cause, that first created the 
world, and then set it a going. We cannot make even one 
single step in accounting for the j)h8enomena, withobt 
admitting the immediate presence and immediate action of 
an incorporeal Agent, who connects, moves, and disposes 
all things, according to such rules, and for such purposes, 
as seem good to Him 


• ••*•••• •• 

247. Though it be supposed the chief business of a 
natural philosopher to trace out causes from the effects, yet 
this is to be understood not of agents, but of component 
parts, in one sense, or of laws or rules, in another. In strict 
truth, all events are incorporeal, and as such are not properly 
of physical consideratidn. The astronomer, therefore, the 
mechanic, or the chemist, not as such, but by accident only, 
treat of real causes, agents, or efficients. Neither doth it 
seem, as is supposed by the greatest of mechanical philo> 
sophers, that the true way of proceeding in their science is, 
from known notions in nature to investigate the moving 
forces. Forasmuch as force is neither corporeal, nor belongs 
to any corporeal thing j nor yet to be discovered by experi. 
ments or mathematical reasonings, which reach no farther 


> In short, there me no active or responsible causes in the material 
world as interpreted in physical science. Yet there is the supreme 
agency of the Universal Mind, and the occnsiopal agency of morally 
responsible persons. The Divine agency Beikcley, like Descartes, seems 
to say mast be constant, not, as with I.eibnis, remote in past time. Bui 
perhaps the alternative, as between Descartes and Leibmz, is one which 
man cannot settle ; nor the involved question of time and the timeless, 
in relation to Divine Mind. 
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than discnrnlble effects, and motions in things passive and 
moved. 

248. Vis or force is to the soul what^exlension is to the 
body, saith St. Augustin, in his tract concerning the Quantity 
of the Soul; and without force there is nothing done or 
made, and consequently there can be no agent. Authority 
is’not,Jo decide in this case. Let any qne consult his own 
notions and reason, as well as experience, concerning the 
origin of motion, and the respective natures, properties, and 
differences of soul and body, and he will, if I mistake not, 
evidently perceive, that there is nothing active in the latter. 
Nor are they natural agents or corporeal forces which make 
the particles of bodies to cohere. Nor is it the business* 
of experimental philosophers to find them out. 

249. The mechanical philosopher, as hath been already 
observed, inquires properly concerning the rules and modes 
of operation alone, and not concerning the cause ; foras- 
much as nothing mechanical is or really can be a cause. 
And although a mechanical or mathematical philosopher 
may speak of absolute space, absolute motion, and of force, 
as existing in bodies, causing such motion and proportional 
there’toj yet what these ‘forces’ are, which are supposed 
to be lodged in bodies, to be impressed on bodies, to be 
multiplied, divided, and communicated from one body to 
another, and which seem to animate bodies like abstract 
spirits, or souls, hath been found very diflScult, not to say 
impossible, for thinking men to conceive and explain. 

250. Nor, if we consider the proclivity of mankind to 
realise their notions', will it seem strange that mechanic 
philosophers and geometricians should, like other men, be 
misled by prejudice, and take mathematical hypotheses for 

‘ ' realise tlieir notions,’ — assuming for instance that the ahstrac- 
tioDB of natui al philosophy, such as ' force ’ or ' power ’ in matter, stand 
for something that may be perceived and imagined, instead of being 
empty abstractions. 
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real beings existing in bodies, so far as even to make it 
• the very aim and end of their science to compute or measure 
those phantoms j \thereas it is very certain that nothing in 
truth can be measured or computed, besides the very effects 
or motions themselves. Sir Isaac Newton asks, Have not 
the minute particles of bodies certain forces or powers by 
which tJiey act on ope another, as well as on the pg^rticlfes 
of light, for producing most of the ph'senomena in nature? 
But, in reality, those minute jjarticles are only agitated, 
according to certain laws of nature, by some other agent, 
wherein the force exists, and not in them, which have only 
the motion; which motion in the body moved, the 
'Peripatetics rightly judge to be a mere passion, but in 
the mover to be ivipyua. or act’. 

2Sr. It passeth with many, I know not how, that mecha- 
nical principles give a clear solution of the phsenomena. 
The Democritic hypothesis, saith Dr. Cudworth, doth much 
more handsomely and intelligibly solve the phtenomena, 
than that of Aristotle and Plato *. But, things rightly con- 
sidered, perhaps it will be found not to solve any phenome- 
non at all : for all phanomena “ are, to speak truly, appear- 

^ The relation of motion (as a sense-picsentedidea or phenomenon) to 
active fauitr (a notion to winch no mere sense-phenomenon corresponds) 
is the anbjeot of Berkeiey’s tract De Main {li'orks, vol. III. pp. 75-100). 

* The passage in Cudworth (1619-1688) is as follows : — ‘ The whole 
Aristotelical system of philosophy is inCnitely to be preferred before 
the whole Democritical ; though the former hath been so much dis- 
paraged, and the other cried up of late amongst us. Because, though it 
cannot be denied but that the Democritic hypothesis doth much more 
handsomely and intelligibly solve the corporeal phsenomena, yet in all 
other things which are of far the greater moment, it is rather a madness 
than a Philosophy! — Iitleltectual System, b. I. ch. x. $ 45. The atomic 
hypothesis may be the boundary of ineiely physical science, but not of 
philosophy. Plato (b.C. 437-347) and Arlstolle (n.c. 384-382), m 
contrast to the atomism of Democritus (D.c. 460-370), occupy many of 
the sections which follow. Bacon and others had extolled Democritus 
and the pre-Socratics, in compaiison with Socrates and his school. 

* ' phenomena, ’ I may say again, correspond to the ‘sensations,’ or 
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awes in the soul or mind ; and it hath never been explained, 
nor can it be explained, how external bodies, figures, and 
motions, should produce an appearance lii the mind. These 
principles, therefore, do not solve — if by solving is meant 
assigning the real, either efficient or final, cause of 
appearances — but only reduce them to general rules. 

2^2. ^ There is a certain analogy, constancy, and uniformity 
in the phsenornena or appearances of nature, which are 
a foundation far general rules : and these are a Grammar 
for the understanding of Nature, or that series of effects in 
the Visible World whereby we are enabled to foresee what 
will come to pass in the natural course of things. Plotinus ^ 
observes, in his third Ennead, that tlie art of presaging is in 
some sort the reading of natural letters denoting order, and 
that so far forth as analogy obtains in the universe, there 
may be vaticination. And in reality, he that foretells the 
motions of the planets, or the effects of medicines, or the 
results of chemical or mechanical experiments, may be said 
to do it by natural vaticination ’. 

253. We know a thing when we understand it j and we 
understand it when we can interpret or tell what it signifies. 
Strictly, the Sense knows nothing*. We perceive indeed 

' ideas of sense,’ of Berkeley's earlier works ; as to which he had argued 
that their real existence depends upon their being perceived. In order 
to become real, mind must be percipient of them ; but they do not 
depend on my individnal mind. 

t The following sections place Katnre in some new lights, when 
regarded as an intcrprelable and prophetic Longnage. 

* The celebrated Keoplatonist. 

’ This remarkable passage in its own way anticipates the modern 
scientific conception^ of frevisim. It treats perception in sense ns 
obscure science, disclosed when we emerge from mere sense, and enter, 
through divine reason in which we share, into the true meaning of things. 

* So Cudwoith, who carefully distinguishes inttlUctual notions from 
satsuous imaginations', 'Sense,’ he argues, 'cannot be the knowledge 
which comptehends a thing as it is. If the Sense had no other power 
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sounds by hearing, and characters by sight. But we are not 
therefore said to understand them. After the same manner, 
the phEenomena Denature are alike visible to all: but all 
have not alike learned the connexion of natural things, or 
understand what they signify, or know how to vaticinate 
by them, 

254. As the natural connexion of signs with iht^thUigs 
signified is regular and conslanh it forms a sort of S.ational 
Discourse, and is therefore the immediate effect of an intel- 
ligent Cause. This is agreeable to the philosophy of Plato, 
and other ancients. Plotinus indeed saitb, that which acts 
naturally is not intellection, but a certain power of moving 
'matter, which doth not know but only do. — And it must 
be owned that, as faculties are multiplied by philosophers 
according to their operations, the will may be distinguished 
from the intellect. But it will not therefore follow that the 
Will which operates in the course of nature is not conducted 
and applied by intellect', although it be granted that neither 
will understands, nor intellect wills. Therefore, the phasno- 
raena of nature, which strike on the senses and are under- 
stood by the mind, do form not only a magnificent spectacle, 
but also a most coherent, entertaining, and instructive' Dis- 
course 3 and to effect this, they are conducted, adjusted, 
and ranged by the greatest wisdom. This language or Dis- 
course is studied with different attention, and interpreted 
with different degrees of skill. But so far as men have 
studied and remarked its rules, and can interpret right, so 
far they may be said to be knowing in nature. A beast is 

but this of passion or tensallon (as Frotagoias supposed), then there 
could be no such thing as tiuth or knowledge. But that hypothesis 
contradicts itsett For that which pronounces that sensible ideas of 
things are phantastical and relative, must itself he somelhiug superior 
to Sense, and able to jndge what really and absolnlely is and is not. 
See Cndworth's Immutable Morality, 

* It is not imperfectly reasonable wills, as in man, but 'Will in Divine 
Active Reason. 
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like a niiui who hears a strange tongue but understands 
nothing’. 

255. Nature, saith the learned DoctoV Cudworth, is not 
master of art or wisdom : nature is ratio fftersa et ionfusa — 
reason immersed and plunged into matter, and as it were 
fuddled in it and confounded with it But the formation 
of plants and animals, the motions of natural bodies, their 
various properties, appearances, and vicissitudes, in a word, 
the whole aeries of things in this visible world, which we 
call the Course of Nature, is so wisely managed and carried 
on that the most improved human reason cannot thoroughly 
comprehend even the least particle thereof; — so far is it 
from seeming to be produced by fuddled or confounded' 
reason 

256. Natural productions, it is true, are not all equally 
perfect. But neither doth it suit with the order of things, 
the structure of the universe, or the ends of Providence, that 
they should be so. General rules are necessary to make the 
world intelligible: and from the constant observations of 
such rules, natural evils will sometimes unavoidably ensue : 
things will be produced in a slow length of time, and arrive 
at diETerent degrees of perfection. 

257. It .must be owned, we are not conscious of the 
systole and diastole of the heart, or the motion of the 
diaphragm. It may not nevertheless be thence inferred, 
that unknowing nature can act regularly, as well as our- 
selves. The true inference is— that the self-thinking in- 

r This section applies to external nature the theory, implied in Bacon 
and expressed in Berkeley, that what we see, or perceive in any of our 
senses, is to all intents a Divine I^anguage. Bacon’s favonute conception 
of the inttrpretahility of Nature is in harmony with this, Physical 
sdence is attainment by human mind of some of the divine thoughts that 
are expressed by the sensible world. 

* Since we cannot fully know any one thing without knowing all its 
relations to all other things, hniwkdge in its highest weaning must be 
Omniscience, 
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dividual, or human person, is not the real authoa: of those 
natural motions. And, in fact, no man blames himself if 
they are wrong, or^values himself if they are right’. The 
same may be said of the fingers of a musician, which some 
object to be moved by habit which understands not; it 
being evident tliat what is done by rule must proceed from 
something that understands the rule ; therefore, if ntjf from 
the musician himself, from seme oi^r active Intelligence^ 
the same perhaps which governs bees and spiders, and 
moves the limbs of those who walk in their sleep 

258. Instruments, occasions, and signs (sect. 160) occur 
in, or rather make up, the whole visible Course of Nature. 
'These, being no agents themselves, are under the direction 
of One Agent, concerting all for one end, the supreme good. 
All these motions, whether in animal bodies, or in other 
parts of the system of nature, which aie not effects of /ar- 
iiadar wills, seem to spring from the same general cause 

> The OTflral judgment seems to be here taken (by implication) as the 
test for distinguishing agents peper from the physical laws or methods 
of action that are maintained by God in nature. Conscience makes it 
impossible to explain moral or immoial acts by physical law ( and 
presupposes moral ideals, not derived from, but which may be 
illustrated in experience. Conscience points to our anfr known example 
of a true cause, in poinling to the free creative agency of persons — 
moral and immoral agents. Phenomena picsented in sense can only be 
divinely appointed signs of nnpiesented phenomena — not agents ; and, 
as far ns one can see, any phenomenon might have been made the sign 
t^physieal cause or effect) of any other. 

’ So Cudworth (JnUllcctual System, b. I. chap. 3. §§ 12-14). A. 
vein of speculation somewhat similar appears in Aristotle's Physics. 
The facts here referred to, with otbeis analogous, have given rise to 
hypotheses of * sub-conscious mental agency,’ ' unconscious cerebral 
agency,’ and ' automatic activity,’ That our habits and instincts involve 
thoughts of whvh the person who is the subject ofjhem is unconscious, 
is not, however, to be taken as evidence that thought may issue from 
what is blind or nninlelligent It rather shows that genuine instincts 
express immanent Plvine Keason. An artist need not possess consciously 
the ideal that determines the work by which he is piacticolly inspired, 
and which determines his artistic act'nrlty. 



PHILOSOPHICAL REFLECUONS 299 

with the vegetation of plants — an sethcreal sphit actuated 
by a Mind*. 

259. The first poets and theologers tbf Greece and the 
East considered the generation of things as ascribed rather 
to a Divine Cause, but the fhysid to natural causes, sub> 
ordinate to and directed still by a Divine; except some 
c&rpotfalists and mechanics, who vainljf pretended to make 
a wcJrld without a feed. The hidden force that unites, 
adjusts, and causeth all things to hang together, and move 
in harmony — which Orpheus and Empedocles styled Love 
— this principle of union is no blind principle, but acts with 
intellect. This Divine Love and Intellect arc not then> 
selves obvious to our view, or otlierwise discerned tlian iif 
their effects. Intellect enlightens, Love connects, and the 
Sovereign Good attracts all things. 

260. All things are made for the Supreme Good, all 
things tend to that end : and we may be said to account for 
a thing, when we shew that it is so best. In the Phsedon, 
Socrates declares it to be Ms opinion that he who supposed 
all things to have been disposed and ordered by a Mind 
should not pretend to assign any other cause of them. He 
blames physiologeis for attempting to account for pheno- 
mena, particularly for gravity and cohesion, by vortexes and 
ffither ; overlooking the to dyoflov and to Seov, the strongest 
bond and cement which holds together in all parts of the 
universe, and not discerning the Cause itself from those 
things which only attend it®. 

^ In short, wicked sets, for which finite are respoiistilt, ate the 
only effects in the uniTcrse that are ml to be leferred to the Universal 
Power : Jiiiile persons are real, becavse responsible, causes. 

* In Hcikeley’s ph 4 osopiiy, as one cannot be loo often reminded, the 
physical inquirer has to do only with powerless phenomem,ti&A with the 
constant laws or inles which they me made by God to follow in theii 
natnial metaraorphoses. Phenomena (i.e, the data of the senses), a^ 
also their laws, are effects— vliA active causes — through which Divine 
Reason nnd Will are to some extent revealed to human minds ; physical 
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262. As for the blots and defects which appear in the 
course of this world — which some have thought to proceed 
from a fatality or n^essity in nature, and others from an evil 
principle — that same philosopher observes, that it may be 
the Governing Reason produceth and ordaineth all those 
things j and, not intending that all parts should be equally 
good, maketh some worse than others by design ;^as sfll 
parts in an animal are not eyes ; and ^n a city, comedy, or 
picture, all ranks, characters, and colours are not equal or 
alike; even so excesses, defects, and contrary qualities 
conspire to the beauty and harmony of the world. 

263. It cannot be denied that, with respect to the uni- 
verse of things, we in this mortal state are like men educated 
in Plato’s cave, looking on shadows with our backs turned 
to the light. But though our light be dim, and our situation 
bad, yet if the best use 'be made of both, perhaps something 
may be seen*. — Proclus, in his Commentaiy on the Theology 
of Plato, observes there are two sorts of philosophers. The 
one placed Body first in the order of beings, and made 
the faculty of thinking depend thereupon, supposing that the 
principles of all things are corporeal : that Body most really 
or principally exists, and all other things in a secotfdary 
sense, and by virtue of that. Others, making all corporeal 
things to be dependent upon Soul or Mind, think this to 
exist in the first place and primary sense, and the being of 


'causation’ is the divinely caused — constant and arbitrary, but not 
capricious — connexion of sensible signs with other phenomena of 
sense, which they signify under what is commonly called ’law’ in 
nature. 

* The tone in this and other parts of Siiis may be compared with 
that in the first five sections of the Introduction to the Prineiptes of 
Human KhmJedgO) in which lierkelgr attiibufes the difficulties of 
philosophy, not to the facts of the case, but to ' our having first raised 
a dust, and then complaining that we cannot see'— misled thus by our 
empty verbal abstractions. 
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Bodies loJje altogether deiived from and to presuppose that 
of the Mind 

264. Sense and Experience® acquaint’ius with the course 
and analogy of appearance or natural effects. Thought, 
Reason, Intellect introduce us into the knowledge of their 
causes. Sensible appearances, though of a flowing, unstable, 
ahd uncertain nature, yet having first occupied the mind, 
they' do by an earlj" prevention render the aftertask of 
thought more difficult; and, as they amuse the eyes and 
ears, and are more suited to vulgar uses and the mechanic 
arts of life, they easily obtain a preference, in the opinion 
of most men, to those superior principles, which are the 
later growth of the human mind, anived to maturity ancT 
perfection, but, not affecting the corporeal sense, are thought 
to be so far deficient in point of solidity and reality — sensible 
and real, to common apprehensions, being the same thing. 
Although it be certain that the principles of science are neither 
objects of Sense nor Imagination; and that Intellect and 
Reason are alone the sure guides to truth®, 


® This expresses the contrast between MatenaUsm and Spiritual Realism. 
Froclus, the Neoplatonist, lived in the fifth century after Christ. 

^ ‘ Experience' seems to he here limited to the fluctuating phenomena 
presented to the senses, connected by automatic mental association, as 
distinguished from the intellectual notions under which we rise into 
reasoned knowledge. 

® This section is one of the best expressions of Berkeley’s later 
philosophy, influenced by Plato and Plotinus, with Its recognition 
of Intellect (voir) as supreme, distinguished from mere Sense, as 
well as from the Suggestions to which custom gives rise. It may be 
contrasted with the attack on abstractions, in the Introduction to the 
Principles, and with the account of the factors of human knowledge 
with which he starts in the Principles, §S i,a, Siris, animated by a 
higher Idealism, finds reality in ‘ principles ’ — ‘ universal relations 
only tacitly contained in ordinary sense-perception and sense-sugges- 
tion. In ins early works, Berkeley speaks as if scepticism consisted 
in doubting the reality of sensible things. Here he speaks lightly 
of the phenomena of sense. Can these views be reconciled, and i( 
SO, how ? 
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265, The successful curiosity of the present agfe, in arts, 
and experiments, and new systems, is apt to elate men, and 
make them overlo 4 k the Ancients. But, notwithstanding 
that the encouragement and purse of princes, and the united 
endeavours of great societies in these later ages, have ex- 
tended experimental and mechanical knowledge very far, 
yet it must be owned that the Ancients too were nPt 
ignorant of many things, as well in Pl^sics or Metapliysics, 
which perhaps are more generally, though not first, known 
in these modern times. 

266. The Pythagoreans and Platonists had a notion of 
•the true System of the World. They allowed of mechanical 
principles, but actuated by soul or mind : they distinguished 
the primary qualities in bodies from the secondary, making 
the former to be physical causes, and they understood 
physical causes in a right sense ; they saw that a mind 
infinite in power, unextended, invisible, immortal, governed, 
connected, and contained all things ; they saw there was no 
such thing as real absolute space : that mind, soul, or spirit 
tnily and really exists : that bodies exist only in a secondary 
and dependent sense ; that the soul is the place of forms ; 
that the sensible qualities are to be regarded as acts only in 
the cause, and as passions to us : they accurately considered 
the differences of intellect, rational soul, and sensitive soul, 
with their distinct acts of intellection, reasoning, and sensa- 
tion j points wherein the Cartesians and their followers, who 
consider sensation as a mode of thinking, seem to have 
failed. They knew the whole mass of corporeal beings 
was itself actually moved and directed by a mind; and 
that physical causes were only instruments, or rather marks 
and signs'. 


' This section helps to show what Berkeley had come to consider 
'the trne system of the world.’ It mav also be used as a text for 
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270. Plfftinus acknowledgeth no place but soul or mind, 
expressly affirming that the soul is not in the world, but . 
the world in the soul. And farther, A the place of the 
soul, saith he, is not body, but soul is in mind, and body 
in the soul, 

.273. It was an opinion of remote antiquity that tlie World 
was If may trust the Hfermaic writings, the 

Egyptians thought all things did partake of life. This 
opinion was also so general and current among the Greeks 
that Plutarch asserts all others held the world to be an 
animal, and governed by Providence, except Leucippus, 
Democritus, and Epicurus. And although an animal com. 
taining all bodies within itself could not be touched or sens 
sibly affected from without, yet it is plain they attributed to 
it an inward sense and feeling, as well as appetites and 
aversions ; and that from all the various tones, actions, and 
passions of the universe, they suppose one symphony, one 
animal act and life to result. 

274. Jamblichus declares the world to be one animal, in 
which the parts, however distant each from other, are never' 
theless related and connected by one common nature. And 
he teacheth, what is also a received notion of the Pytha' 
goreans and Platonics, that there is no chasm in nature, but 
a Chain or Scale of beings rising by gentle uninterrupted 
gradations from the lowest to the highest, each nature 
being informed and perfected by the participation of a 
higher *. As air becomes igneous, so the purest fire becomes 

comparing speculations about the universe among the Fiatonists an 4 
Neoplatonists -with those of the modems, in the Cartesian and Lockiaa 
era in which Berkeley was educated, 

t The thought of,a Chain (mi/ri) in nature, connecting all th% 
phenomena of the unireise with one another and with God, the omnh 
present providential Mind, in a Cosmos in which phenomena ar% 
regularly linked with phenomena, is the governing thought m Siris, 
This and the next section may be compared with Milton, Par. 

V. 469-490. 
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animal, and the animal soul becomes intelleclHal : which 
is to be understood not of the change of one nature 
into another, buttof the connexion of different natures; 
each lower nature being, according to those philosophers, 
as it were a receptacle or subject for the next above it to 
reside and act in. 

275, It is also the doctrine of Platonic philosoph«s, tlfat 
intelkei is the very life of living thij%s, the first principle 
and exemplar of all, from whence by different degrees are 
derived the inferior classes of life : first the rational, then 
the sensitive, after that the vegetal ; but so as in the rational 
animal there is still somewhat intellectual, again, in the sen- 

''silive there is somewhat rational, and in the vegetal some- 
what sensitive, and lastly, in mixed bodies, as metals and 
minerals, somewhat of vegetation. By which means the 
whole is thought to be more perfectly connected. Which 
doctrine implies that all the faculties, instincts, and 
motions of inferior beings, in their several respective sub- 
ordinations, are derived from, and depend upon Mind and 
Intellect. 

276. Both Stoics and Platonics held the world to be alive ; 
though sometimes it be_ mentioned as a sentient aifimal, 
sometimes as a plant or vegetable. But in this, notwith- 
standing what hath been surmised by some learned men, 
there seems to be no Atheism*. For, so long as the world 
is supposed to be quickened by elementary fire or spirit, 
which is itself animated by soul, and directed by under- 

* Faith la the absolute snpremacy of Active Keason in the universe 
is here recognised, under its various forms in the Divine language of the 
senses ; in particular in the graduated evolution of vegetable into animal 
life, of animal into rational life, and generally in the order of nature. 
‘Evolution’ itself is a scientiGc, not a philosopnical or ulUmate con- 
ception. It is a physical law ; and although moral ideas and universal 
truths have gradually emerged in hnman consciousness in harmony with 
this law, the result la unaccountable by this or any other merely physical 
law. 
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Standing, jt follows that all paits thereof originally depend 
upon, and may be reduced unto the same indivisible stent 
or principle, to wit, a Supreme Mind— Tiilluch is the concur- 
rent doctrine of Pythagoreans, Platonics, and Stoics. 

277. There is, according to those philosophers, a life in- 
fused throughout all things : the irvp voepov, irvp rexyiKav, art 
intellectual and artificial fire — an inward principle, animal 
spirit} or natural life, producing and forming within as art 
doth without; regulating, moderating, and reconciling the 
various motions, qualities, and parts of this Mundane System. 
By virtue of this life the great masses are held together iit 
their orderly courses, as well as the minutest particlesi 
governed in their natural motions, according to the several* 
laws of attraction, gravity, electricity, magnetism, and th^ 
rest. It is this gives instincts’, teaches the spider her web, 
and the bee her honey. - This it is that directs the roots of 
plants to draw forth juices from the earth, and the leaved 
and corticle vessels to separate and attract such particles of 
air, and elementary fire, as suit their respective natures. 

278. Nature seems to be not otherwise distinguished from 
the anima mundi than as life is from soul, and, upon the 
prindlples of the oldest philosophers, may not improperly or 
incongruously be styled the life of the world. Some Pla- 
tonics, indeed, regard life as the act of nature, in like manner 
as intellection is of the mind or intellect. As the First 
Intellect acts by understanding, so nature according to them 
acts or generates by living. But life is the act of the soul, 
and seems to be very nature itself, which is not the principle, 
but the result of another and higher principle, being a life 
resulting from soul, as cogitation from intellect®. 

^ Compare | 257, apd note. 

’ 'soul,' l.e. ammnting power, as distingnished from its physical 
manifestations. The phenomena constitate the material world — that 
world being, by the supposition, virtually animated organism. Soul 
(t/nixfi) was distinguished from body (aipO, on the one hand, and from 
reason (roSs), on the other — ^mediating between them. The aneient notion 

S.B. 13.11" X 
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279. If nature be the life of the world, animated by one 
soul, compacted into one frame, and directed or governed 
in all parts by one pind : this system cannot be accused of 
Atheism j though perhaps it may of mistake or impropriety. 
And yet, as one presiding mind gives unity to the infinite 
aggregate of things, by a mutual communion of actions and 
passions, and an adjustment of parts, causing all to coneflr 
in one view to one and the same etffd — the ultimate and 
supreme good of the whole, it should seem reasonable to 
say, with Ocellus Lucanus the Pythagoreah, that as life 
holds together the bodies of animals, the cause whereof is 
the soul j and as a city is held together by concord, th^ 
•Cause whereof is law, even so the world is held together hy 
harmony, the cause whereof is God. And in this sense thfe 
world or universe may be considered either as one animal 
or one ciiy \ 

284. •* ^ Thus much the schools of Plato and Pythagoras 
seem agreed in, to wit, that the Soul of the World, whether 

distinct miifd efits cm, ar directed by a sapsrice 
mind, doth embrace all its parts, connect them by an in. 
visible and indissoluble Chain, and preserve them ever well 
adjusted and in good order. 

285. Naturalists, whose proper province it is to consider 
phenomena, experiments, mechanical organs and motions, 
principally regard the visible frame of things or corporeal 
world — supposing soul to be contained in body. And this 
hypothesis may be tolerated in physics, as it is not necessary 
in the arts of dialling or navigation to mention the true 

of the animation of the nniveise may be found, in one form 01 anothei-, 
among physical philosophers of the sixteenth ani^seventeenth centnnet. 
It is often difficult to distinguish from Hylozoism, or the hypothesis 
that the universe is Eternal Matter of which conscious life is an 
attribute, 

t The De Ltgiius of Ocellus Lucanus is here referred to — now, along 
With other fragments, rejected as spoiious. 
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system o^earth’s motion. But those who, not content with 
sensible appearances, would penetrate into the real and . 
true causes (the object of Theology, Metaphysics, or the 
Fhilosophia Prima\ will rectify this error, and speak of 
the world as contained by the soul, and not the soul by the 
world. 


« ••••• 

. IV • 

287. If we suppose that one and the same Mind is the 

Universal Principle of order and harmony throughout the 
world, containing and connecting all its parts, and giving 
unity to the system, there seems to be nothing atheistical 
or impious in this supposition. ^ 

288. Number is no object of sense : it is an act of the 
mind. The same thing in a different conception is one 
or many. Comprehending God and the creatures in one 
general notion, we may say that all things together make 
one Universe, or rb wav. But if we should say th^ all 
things make one God, this would, indeed, be an erroneous 
notion of God, but would not amount to Atheism, so long 
as mind or intellect was admitted to be the rb fjyefwviKov, the 
governing part”. It is, nevertheless, more respectful, and 
consequently the truer notion of God, to suppose Him 
neither made up of parts, nor to be himself a part of any 
whole whatsoever. 

289. All those who conceived the universe to be an 

1 With Aristotle these tire one. See Metafh, lib. VI. c. r, end lib, 
XI. 0. 7. This section again contrasts ‘sensible appearances,' i.e. the 
data of sense and snggeslion, in their sequences and coexistences, with 
true causes. (Cf. Vindicalion, S{ 9 -i 3 > and 4a.) 

” This is a Theism difficult to reconcile ^y^th moral agency in men, 
and theiefore with a fjjinlly spiritual or ethical conception of the universe 
— unless we distinguish persons or moral agents from ‘ things.’ But his 
dbposition, especially in Siris, is to acknowledge that, in defect of 
a perfect knowledge of God, men may neveilhclesa struggle to become 
like God— so far as God is revealed in the sense-signs of nature, ni 
conscience, and in history — and be victorious in the struggle. 



3o3 selections from BERKELEY 

animal must, in consequence of that notion, suppose all 
r things to be one. But to conceive God to be the sentient 
soul of an animal is pltogether unworthy and absurd. There 
is no sense nor sensory, nor any thing like a sense or 
sensory, in God. Sense implies an impression from some 
other being, and denotes a dependence in the soul which 
hath it. Sense is a passion; and passions imply irapef-' 
fection. God knoweth all things, as piBre mind or intellect ; 
but nothing by sense, nor in nor through a sensory. There- 
fore to suppose a sensory of any kind — whether space or 
any other — in God, would be very wrong, and lead us into 
false conceptions of His nature \ 

* ago. Body is opposite to spirit or 7mnd. We have a 
nation of spirit from thought and action. We have a notion ' 
of body from resistance. So far forth as there is real 
power, there is spirit. So far forth as there is resistance, 
there is inability or want of power : that is, there is nega- 
tion of spirit. We are embodied, that is, we are clogged 
by weigjht, and hindered by resistance. But in respect oC 
a perfect spirit, there is nothing hard or impenetiable: 
there is no resistance to the Deity : nor hath he any body : 
nor is the supreme Being united to the world as the "soul* 
of an animal is to its body; which necessarily implietb 
defect, both as an instrument^ and as a constant weight 
and impediment ^ 

I Berkeley here rejects the supposition that things exist asfhmomenO 
of sense in the Divine Mind. He says that they exist in God intel- 
lutuatty, whatever that implies. And the sublime mystery of inhnlte 
uncreated space again repels him. — Note what is said in this section 
of dependence on Pmer external to ourselves being implied in the 
passivity of sense. Thus sense, by contrast with our own sclf-activityt 
awakens in ns the conviction of our personal Individuality, rounded off 
by Power other than our own. , 

* He assigns solidity (not extension) as the essential mark of body< 
So too in his early philosophical works. How are tactual phenomena 
tests of sensible reality more than visible phenomena ? Are they out 
fundamental experience in sense, into which that of the other senses has 
to be trans*”*"'’ ’ 
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29 r. Nor is this doctrine less philosophical than pious. 
We see all nature alive or in motion. We see water turned* 
into air, and air rarefied and made elai^ic by the attraction 
of another medium, more pure indeed, more subtle, and 
more volatile, than air. But still, as this is a moveable, 
extended, and consequently a corporeal being, it cannot be 
Itself^the principle of motion, but leads us naturally and 
necessarily to an incJ((rporeal Spirit or Agent. We are con- 
scious that a Spirit can begin, alter, or determine motion ; 
but nothing of this appears in body. Nay, the contrary is 
evident, both to experiment and reflexion *. 

292, Natural phsenomena are only natural appearances. 
They are, therefore, such as we see and perceive then! 
Their real and objective* natures are, therefore, the same ; 
passive without anything active, fluent and changing without 
anything permanent in them. However, as these make the 
first impressions, and the mind takes her first flight and 
spring, os it were, by resting her foot on these objects, 
they are not only first considered by all men, but most con- 
sidered by most men. They and the phantoms that result 
from those appearances, the children of imagination grafted 
updn sense — such for example as pure space — are thought 
by many the very first in existence and stability, and to 
embrace and comprehend all other beings. 

293. Now, although such phantoms as corporeal forces, 
absolute motions, and real spaces do pass in physics for 

* Here he finds what the ward power means in a conscionsness 
of self-aclivity, bvt without suffident reference to this activity as 
morally responsible, and ihertfire self-originated. And he grounds his 
allegation of the total powerlessness of matter on our not having any 
evidence of true causality in sensible things, which we have in the case 
of morally responsible fersotts. 

* 'objective’ — here equivalent to presented in sense. Contrast its 
other applications, (o) to what is extended, and so supposed to be a 
manifestation of something other than mind, and (6) to relations that 
are universal and necessaiy, because involved in the constitution of 
reason. 



310 SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY 

causes and principles, yet are they in truth but hypotheses ; 
nor can they be the objects of real science. They pa^s 
nevertheless in phjfsics, conversant about things of sense, 
and confined to experiments and mechanics. But when 
we enter the province of fhilosoj>hia we discover 

another order of beings — mind and iis acts—-Jiermanet(t 
iein^—mi dependept on corporeal things, nor respiting, 
nor connected, nor contained ; but clhtaining, connecting, 
enlivening the whole frame ; and imparting those motions, 
forms, qualities, and that order and symmetry, to all tliose 
transient phaenomena which we term the Course of Nature. 

294. It is with our faculties as with our affections : what 
first seizes holds fast. It is a vulgar theme, that man is 
a compound of contrarieties, which breed a restless struggle 
in his nature, between flesh and spirit, the beast and the 
angel, earth and heaven, ever weighed down and ever 
bearing up. During which conflict the character fluctuates : 
when either side prevails, it is then fixed for vice or virtue. 
And life from differenl principles talres a different issue. — 
It is the same in regard to our faculties. Sense at first 
besets and overbears the mind. The sensible appearances 
are all in all ; our reasonings are employed about them our 
desires terminate in them : we look no farther for realities 
or causes ; till intellect begins to dawn, and cast a ray on 
this shadowy scene. We then perceive the true principle 
of unity, identity, and existence. Those things that before 
seemed to constitute the whole of Being, upon taking an 
intellectual view of things, prove to be but fleeting 
phantoms 

295. From the outward form of gross masses which 
occupy the vulgar, a curious inquirer propee.ds to examine 
the inward structure and minute parts, anS, from observing 

‘ This section suggests that grailunl development of intellect aitd 
spirit in man which It is the ofiice of psychology to describe, atoag 
with the condilions on which it depends. Cf, $§ 3^5 and 264. 
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the motions in nature, to discover the la,ffs of those motions. 
By the way, he frames his hypothesis and suits his language-! 
to this natural philosophy. And theseijfit the occasion and 
answer the end of a maker of experiments or mechanic, 
who means only to apply the powers of nature, and reduce 
the phaenomcna to rules. But if, proceeding still in his 
analysis and inquiry, he ascends fiom the sensible into the 
intellectual world, a^d beholds things in a new light and 
a new order, he will then change his system, and perceive 
that what he took for substances and causes are but fleeting 
shadows ; that the mind contains all, and acts all, and is to 
all created beings the source of unity and identity, harmony 
and order, existence and stability *. * 

296. It is neither acid, nor salt, nor sulphur, nor air, nor 
sether, nor -visible corporeal fire — much less the phantom 
fatt or necessity — that is the real agent, but, by a certain 
analysis, a regular connexion and climax, we ascend through 
all those mediums to a glimpse of the First Mover, invisible, 
incorporeal, unextended, intellectual source of life and being. 
There is, it must be owned, a mixture of obscurity and 
prejudice in human speech and reasonings. This is un- 
avoidable, since the veils of prejudice and error are slowly 
and singly taken off one by one. But, if there are many 
links in the Chain which connects the two extremes of what 


t In this unci the foiegoing section intellect, os an element in the 
formation of knowledge, is lecognlaed, in contrast to the physical 
phenomena of sense and their antomatic snggestions. We hardly find this 
in Berkeley's earlier writings. In his Commonplace Book especially, 
‘mind' is little more than sense-, and necessities of reason are not 
distinctly ackno-wledged in the constniction of onr knowledge. * Pure 
intellect I understand not.’ ‘ We must with the mob place certainty in 
the senses.’ ' If it w eie not for the senses mind could have no knowledge, 
no thonght, at all.’ '• ‘ Mind is a congeries of perceptions. Take away 
perceptions and you take away the mind. Put the perceptions and you 
put the mind.’ ‘ .‘Sensual pleasure is the sumtmtm bosium. This the 
great principle of morality.’ The sensuous ntUitarinulsm of the juvenile 
Commonplace Soak rises in Siris into spiritual ethic. 
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is grossly sensible and purely intelligible, and ife seems a 
tedious work, by the slow helps of memory, imagination, 
and reason * — oppressed and overwhelmed, as we are, by 
the senses, through erroneous principles, and long ambages 
of words and notions — to struggle upwards into the light of 
truth, yet, as this gradually dawns, farther discoveries still 
correct the style and clear up the notions. * 

297. The Mind, Imr acts and facultifcs, furnish a new and 
distinct class of objects, from the contemplation whereof 
arise certain other notions, principles, and verities, so remote 
from, and even so repugnant to, the first prejudices which 
surprise the sense of mankind that they may well be 
Excluded from vulgar speech and books, as abstract from 
sensible matters®, and more fit for the speculation of truth, 
the labour and aim of a few, than for the practice of 
the world, or the subjects of experimental or mechanical 
inquiry. 


300. Plato and Aristotle considered God as abstracted 
or distinct from the natural world". But the Egyptians 
considered God and Nature as making one whole, or all 
things together as making one Universe. In doing which 
they did not exclude the Intelligent Mind, but considered it 
as containing all things. Therefore, whatever was wrong 
in their way of thinking, it doth not, nevertheless, imply or 
lead to Atheism 

^ ‘ reason’ — here used for reasoning, as by Locke and others. 

’ The ' abstract’ is here contrasted with the ‘sensible’ — in a tone 
foreign to his earlier thought. 

* This is confirmed by passages in Plato. As regards Aristotle the 
case is not so clear. HedistinguishesBeity from Nature, and recognises 
final canses — ^bnt not God in any analogy to a person ; the world with him 
is eternal — an endless succession of changes, develCped according to the 
essences of their species, and in relation to their ends, 

* As in his early works, Berkeley expressly raised the question of 
what should be meant when we use the word Matter, so in Siris (as 
previously in the Diologne on Visual Language), he raises the deeper 
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301. Tihe human mind is so much clogged and home 
downward by the strong and early impressions of sense, . 
that it is wonderful how the ancients^should have made 
even such a progress, and seen so far into intellectual 
matters, without some glimmering of a divine tradition. 
Whoever considers a parcel of rude savages left to Ihem- 
Selves^ how they are sunk and swallowed up in sensse and 
prejudice, and howliunqualified by t?ieir natural force to 
emerge from this state, will be apt to think that the first 
spark of philosophy was derived from heaven. 

302. Theology and philosophy gently unbind the liga- 
ments that chain the soul down to the eaith, and assist 
her flight towards the sovereign Good. There is an instineft 
or tendency of the mind upwards, which sheweth a natural 
endeavour to recover and raise ourselves from our present 
sensual and low condition, into a state of light, order, and 
purity *. 

303. T"!® ^wtcKp'cxoDis wtt gtcBs'. \jtA. wvuii in 

the senses there is a difference. Though harmony and 
proportion are not objects of sense, yet the eye and the ear 
are -organs which offer to the mind such materials by means 
whereof she may apprehend both the one and the other. 
By experiments of sense we become acquainted with ’the 
lower faculties of the soul; and from them, whether by 
a gradual evolution or ascent, we arrive at the highest. — . 
Sense supplies images to memory. These become subjects 

question of what should be meant when we use the woid God, and 
what Atheism essentiallj consists in. He says less heie than in the 
Dialogue about verifying faith in God by sense and its suggestions, 
and more about finding God in the constitution of reason, if not in the 
final supremacy of moral reason. 

t Evil, as Plato r^reseiUs, Is due to apostasy from the original Good. 
To the Good philosophy and religion struggle to return ; the former 
through intellect, and the latter in the ethical or spiritual life through 
which we become like, and thus leam to know, ‘the Good’, or God, 
in Theistic optimism. 
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for Fancy to work upon. — Reason considers andejudges of 
the imaginations. And these acts of reason become new 
objects to the Understanding. — In this scale, each lower 
faculty is a step that leads to one above it. And the upper- 
most naturally leads to the Deity j which is rather the object 
of intellectual knowledge than even of the discursive faculty, 
not to mention the sensitive \ — ^Thero runs a Chain througB- 
out the whole system of beings. Iir this Chain one' link 
drags another. The meanest things are connected with 
the highest. The calamity therefore is neither strange nor 
much to be complained of, if a low sensual reader shall, 
from mere love of the animal life, find himself drawn on, 
surprised and betiayed, into some curiosity concerning the 
intellectual. 

304. There is, according to Plato, properly no Iimvledge, 
but only opinion concerning things sensible and perishing 5 
not because they are naturally abstruse and involved in daik- 
ness, but because their nature and existence are uncertain, 
ever fleeting and changing. Or rather, because they do not 
in strict truth exist at all, being always generating or in fieri, 
that is, in a perpetual flux, without any thing stable or 
permanent in them to constitute an object of real science. 
The Pythagoreans and Platonics distinguish between to 
yiyvofievov and to ov, that which ever generated and that 
which exists. Sensible things and corporeal forms are per- 
petually producing and perishing^ appearing and disappeaiing, 

^ This impoitfuit passage contains hints of the interdependent grada- 
tion of faculties that is involved in the development of Intellect in mao. 
In proportion as Intellect awakens in the individual, the universe 
becomes more intelligible. The ascent is through (ii) sense-perception 
to {b) sensuous imagination, deteimined by automaric laws of suggestion. 
These are the lower ‘ facilities,’ which provide matctial for (c) scientific 
inferences; all culminating in (if) ‘intellectual knowledge’ of God 
instained in faith. Philosophy gradually ascends towards God, and 
culminates in theology. 



PinLOSOPinCAL reflections 315 

never resting in one state, but always in motion and change ; 
and therefore, in effect, not one being hut a succession of" 
beings: while to Sv is understood to*)be somewhat of an 
abstract or spiritual nature, and the proper object of 
intellectual knowledge. Therefore, as there can be no 
knowledge of things flowing and unstable, the opinion 
bf Protagoras and Theaetetus, that sense was science, is 
absurd ^ 

305. As understanding perceivclh not, that is, doth not 
hear, or see, or feel, so sense knoweth not ; and although 
the mind may use both sense and fancy, as means whereby 
to arrive at knowledge, yet sense or soul, so far forth as 
sensitive, knoweth nothing. For, as it is rightly observed m 
the Thecetetus of Plato, sciena consists not in the passive 
perceptions, but in the reasoning upon them— t§ mpl kKctmv 


r The reference is to the homo mensura of rroUgorns— argued ngnimt 
in the Theatotus by Plato — ^with whom God, not each individual man, 
least of all man as a merely sensuous animal, is the criterion of truth. 
But man in the fulness of bis spiritnal integrity is, for man, the only 
possible final criterion. This is the homo mensiua in its highest signifi- 
cance, or the Diaina mensura humanised. 

If there can be no 'knowledge’ of what is ' flowing and unstable/ 
how do transitory sensations ever become knowledge? Also, how can 
customary sequences of phenomena 'oehtwwn to be invariahhl These 
questions hardly rise in Berkeley. 

Here, as in his earlier writings, what he teaches is in harmony with 
ihe divine arbitrarhms of natural law. Throughout he resists the 
hypothesis that laws of nature can be so necessary that they are inde- 
pendent of the Keason and 117111 that is Supreme. To those who argue 
that, in interpreting nature, we vaest see that natural laws are eternally 
necessary, and that^he opposite conception is irreconcilable with our 
having experience — he might answer that, in this meaning of ‘knowledge,’ 
we have no knowledge of things sensible. 

* Hoes Ibis imply that isolated phenomena of sense arc unintelligible, 
so that we cannot be even percipient of them — nnless ‘perception’ 
means only hlmd sensnous feeling ? 
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307. Aristotle maketli a threefold distinctioa objects, 
• according to the three speculative sciences. Physics he 

supposeth to-be conversant about such things as have a 
principle of motion in themselves; Mathematics about 
things permanent but not abstracted ; and Theology about 
Being abstracted and immoveable. Which distinction may 
be seen in the ninth book of his Metaphysics^ where by ab- 
stracted, x<iip«rrov, he understands se^rable from corpareal 
beings and sensible qualities. 

308. That philosopher held that the mind of man was a 
tahija rasa, and that there were no innate ideas. Plato, on 
the contrary, held original ideas in the mind ; that is, notions 
^hich never were or can be in the sense, such as being, 
beauty, goodness, likeness, parity. Some, perhaps, may 
think the truth to be this : — that there are properly no ideas, 
or passive objects, in the mind but what were derived from 
sense s but that there are also besides these her own acts 
or operations; such as notions’'-. 

309. It is a. maxim of the Platoiifc philosophy, that the 
soul of man was originally furnished with native inbred 
notions, and stands in need of sensible occasions, not abso- 
lutely for producing them, but only for awakening, routing, 
or exciting into act what was already pre-existent, dormant, 
and latent in the soul ; as things are said to be laid up in 
the memory, though not actually perceived until they happen 


^ In this important sentence we ag^nin tonch the contrast yet, cniiela. 
tion, of Sense and Intellect. Berkeley’s ‘ ideas or passive objects ’ 
represent the former; his ‘notions’ the latter. What he says here is 
in enrions contrast to what he says in the Commonplace Book of his 
early youth, where he expressly accepts the sensationalist answer — 
‘ Kihil est in intellcciu quod non puns fnit in seiisu adding that if the 
Schoolmen had stock to this, ‘ it had never tanghi^lhem the doctrine of 
abstract ideas.’ Here, in Siris, the work of his old age, he virtually 
accepts the famous addition of Leibnir — ' Nihil est in intellectn quod 
non piins fuit in sensu, wri inlelleclus ipse ’ ; in which the activity of 
intellect is recognised as necessary to the constitution of knowledge. 
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to be called forth and brought into view by other objects, 
This notion seemeth somewhat different from that of innate , 
ideas, as understood by those moderns |jvho have attempted 
to explode them To understand and to he are, according 
to Parmenides, the same thing. And Plato in his seventh 
Letter makes no difference between vovs and irurr^/iri, 
fnind and knowledge. Whence it follows that mind, 
knowledge, and noti9ns, either in habS or in act, always go 
together. 

310. And albeit Aristotle considered the soul in its 

original state as a blank paper, yet he held it to be the 
proper place of Jorms — rqv that rilirov efSfiv ; which 

doctrine, first maintained by others, he admits, under this 
restriction, that it is not to be understood of the whole soul, 
but only of the vo’^ruct ] ; as is to be seen in his third book 
DeAnma\ 

31 1. As to an ahsohtte actual existence* of Sensible or 
Corporeal Things (sect. 264, 292, 294), it doth not seem to 
have been admitted either by Plato or Aristotle. In the 


I He probalily refers to Locke, who fails in his Essay to recognise the 
distinction between tonsetous and sub-censcims intellectual activity, in 
bis argument against innate ideas and knowledge. 

* In the passage referied to, Aiistotle identifies the ala$rirt«liv with 
the alaSriTOV, and the imarrmoriiibv with the InKrTifTdr, through their 
forms — the potential Intellect being with him, as with Plato, the 

place of forms — rbnos elSwi'. The illustration of blank paper is used 
by Locke. ‘Let us suppose the mind to be, ns we say, white paper, void 
of all character, without any ideas— how comes it to he furnished?’ 
(^Essay, b. II. ch. i. § a.) 

’ In SS 311-379, Berkeley, in contemplating the tronsitoriness of all 
that appears in the senses, returns (but in a more meditative and less 
argumentative spirit) to the favourite speculation of his youth — the mean- 
ing of real, when the term is applied to sensible things, and the 
distinction between and tangible space. lie summons Plato 
and Aristotle as witnesses, that Ibe existence of matter and space is 
dependent upon a living percipient ; so that what is unperceiwd must be 
mere negation. Sensible things ’ nie not to be confoimded with the 
intipov of Plato, or the SAij of Aristotle.) 
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Thedieius we are told that if any one saith a thing is, or is 
made, he must withal say, for what, or of what, or in respect 
of what, it is, or is njade j for, that any thing should exist in 
itself or absolutely is absurd. Agreeably to which doctrine 
it, is also farther affirmed by Plato, that it is impossible 
a thing should be sweet and sweet to nobody ^ It must, 
nevertheless, be owned with regard to Aristotle, that evefl 
in his MetapJiysics thtre are some exggessions which *seeni 
to favour the absolute existence of corporeal things. For 
instance, in the eleventh book, speaking of corporeal sen- 
sible things, what wonder, saith he, if they never appear to 
us the same, no more than to sick men, since we are always 
rfianging and never remain the same ourselves? And 
again, he saith, sensible things, although they receive no 
cha/ige in themselves, do nevertheless in sick persons pro- 
duce different sensations and not the same. ■ These passages 
would seem to imply a distinct and absolute existence of 
the objects of sense 

3rz. But it must be observed, that Aristotle distinguishetb 
a twofold existence— /c/wrA'a/ and acUtal. It will not there- 
fore follow that, according to Aristotle, because a thing is, it 
must actually exist This is evident from the eighth bbok 
of his Metaphysics, where he animadverts on the Megaric 
philosophers, as not admitting a possible existence distinct 
from the actual : from whence, saith he, it must follow, that 
there is nothing cold, or hot, or sweet, or any sensible thing 


> So Eerlcelcy on the qnnlities of matter, 

’ See b. X. (XI.) cb. (S, wheie Aristotle argues against Protagoras and 
the sueptics, in behalf of permanence in sensible things. Pie does not 
thereby contradict the doctrine of the De Anima, as to the creative 
activity of mind, and the share contribnted by perception. Only he 
implies that things axe more than sensations in a sentient being. 

' Although the actual being of the things of sense depends on a living 
perception of their qualities, may they not have a potential existence that 
is independent of all percipients 7 
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at all, wjjere there is no perception. He adds that, in 
consequence of that Meganc doctrine, we can have no t- 
sense but while we actually exert it : ^we are blind when 
we do not see, and therefore both blind and deaf several 
times a day 

313. The evreXix^iai irparai of the Peripatetics, that is, the 
sciences, arts, and habits, were by them distinguished from 
the a(^s or fvreXixeuiySiTSrepai, and supposed to exist in the 
mind, though not exerted or put into act’. This seems to 
illustrate the manner in which Socrates, Plato, and their 
followers, conceive inna/e notions to be in the soul of man 
(sect, 309). It was the Platonic doctrine, that human souls 
or minds descended from above, and were sowed in genera^ 
tion ; that they were stunned, stupefied, and intoxicated by 
this descent and immersion into animal nature ; and that 
the soul, in this oveip<ji|w or slumber, forgets her original 
notions, which are smothered and oppressed by many false 
tenets and prejudices of sense. Insomuch that Proclus 
compares the soul in her descent, invested with growing 
prejudices, to Glaucus diving to the bottom of the sea, 
and there contracting divers coats of searveed, coral, and 


> The distinction of potential and actual is amongst the tnost fruitful 
in Aristotle, and one might reconsider Uerkeley’s theory of the reality 
of the material world in the light of it. In this passage, potential 
(Iv Svvd/tti) is contrasted with actualised existence (Ir irepyeta, or Ir 
ii/Tt\exc(tf) ; and the Megarlc theory, limiting ‘ being * to the latter, is 
identified with the sceptical individualism of Frotagoias. lierkeley, on 
the other hand, might mean that, as far as individual percipients or 
agents are concerned, the things of sense might always exist in lySvi/d/ut ; 
inasmuch as, when unperceived by idem, they exist potentially in the 
Bivine Reason and Will. — What is to be understood by a ‘potential’ 
existence in God 7 Is a thing in the Divine Idea like the thing as known 
by us in sense 7 Is the univeise imbeginning and endless under God, or was 
it created in timd? %eikeley hardly recognises these questions, but he 
rejects the supposition that the material world has a stntiettl existence 
in God, i. e, that it exists in the form of elivine sensations. 

’ The acquisition of a habit implies previous capacity in those who 
con acquire the habit. 
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shells, which stick close to him, and conceal ^is true 
shape 

314. Hence, according to this philosophy, the mind of 
man is so restless to shake off that slumber, to disengage 
and emancipate herself from those prejudices and false 
opinions that so straitly beset and cling to her, to rub off 
those covers that disguise her original form, and to regain 
her primeval state and first notions : /tence that perpetual 
struggle to recover the lost region of light, that ardent thirst 
and endeavour after truth and intellectual ideas, which she 
would neither seek to attain, nor rejoice in, nor know when 
attained, except she had some prenotion or anticipation of 
{hem, and they had Iain innate and dormant, like habits 
and sciences in the mind, or things laid up, which are called 
out and roused by recollection or reminiscence. So that 
learning seemeth in effect reminiscence 

315. .The Peripatetics themselves distinguish between 
reminiscence and mere memory. Themistius observes that 
the best memories commonly go with the worst parts ; hut 
that reminiscence is most perfect in the most ingenious 
minds. And, notwithstanding the /adula rasa of Aristotle, 
yet some of his followers have undertaken to make "him 
speak Platb’s sense’. 


r Commmtaria of the NeopUtonUt Froclus (A.n. 4r2-48gl. 

> '1 here is blind or antomatic snggestion, founded on coexistence in the 
person’s past experience. It is distinguished from active ‘ reminiscence’ 
i, e. the rise in consciousness of what was previonsly latent in a person — 
born with him, and as some would say, retained at birth from a preceding 
life. 

’ Themistius, the first-named of those Peripatetics, lived in tbefonith 
century. To Simplicius, a Neoplatonist of the sixth century, we owe 
valuable expositions of Aristotle especially of ftie Bt Anima, He 
attempted to reconcile Aristotle with Plato. ' Plutarch the Peripatetic ’ 
seems to be Plutarch son of Nestorius, the Neoplatonist, who is said 
to have written n commentniy, now lost, on the Be Anima, With 
Aristotle, reminiscence (ctni^i'i;<rir) implies less than Plato meant by 
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317. I^ither Plato nor Aristotle by Matter, vk-q, ubder" 
stood corporeal substance^ whatever the moderns may under-' 
stand by that word. To them certainly it signified nd 
positive actual being. Aristotle describes it as made up of 
negatives, having neither quantity, nor quality, nor essence \ 
And not only the Platonists and Pythagoreans, but also thd 
Peripatetics themselves declare it to be known, neither by 
sense, nor by any d'-^ect and just reaaoning, but only by 
some spurious or adulterine method, as hath been observed 
before. That Matter is actually nothing, but potentially all 
things, is the doctrine of Aristotle, Theophrastus, and all the 
ancient Peripatetics. 

318. According to those philosophers. Matter is only 
a pura poientia, a mere possibility. Plato observes that we 
dream, as it were, when we think of place, and believe it 
necessary that whatever exists should exist in some place. 
Which place or <«pace, he also observes, is /teP droro-ft/o-tos 
drrdv, that is, to be felt as darkness is seen, or silence 
'nearhj'Demg a mere ptmchon'. 


pre-existing yet latent ideals, gradoally evoked into conscionsness witb 
growing clearness through reflective activity. 

‘ The &vtipov, or %T(poy of Plato— according to Hegel, a world' 
Hteessitaled ‘ otherness.’ The material world nalisedin living perception, 
mnst not be confounded with the formless Matter of Aristotle. This 
last is that dark, undeiinable, pre-tmdiiim of the actuality of things, 
for which Berkeley substitutes God and constant creation, in the form 
of divinely-sustained regnlarily of nature. 

* Space, in total abstraction from sense, is neither ‘notion,’ nor 
‘idea,’ nor ' phenomenon' (according to Berkeley’s use of these terms). 
We cannot when we try imagine space emptied of all sensuous data. 
But on the other hand, data of sense cannot be conceived as mtward 
apart from space, which is necessarily blended with the phenomena 
that we perceive, gfring them outwardness, and suggesting that bound-' 
lessness or spaclal inlinity which is one of the ultimate mysteries. 

Berkeley sees in the sttccessive phenemma tf stmt and in ittlelteetual 
noiltns two elements of concrete reality. In his early philosophy 
he concerned himself chiefly with the former ; in Siris rather with the 
s.‘8. 1341 y 
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31:9. If any one should think to infer the reality, or actual 
being of Matter from the modern tenet — that gravity is 
always proportionable to the quantity of matter, let him but 
narrowly scan the modern demonstration of that tenet, and 
he will find it to be a vain circle, concluding in truth no 
more than this — that gravity is proportionable to weight, 
that is, to itself. Since Matter is conceived only as defeCt 
and mere possibility j and since Go4^s absolute pei?eelion 
and act j it follows there is the greatest distance and oppo- 
sition imaginable between God and Matter. Insomuch that 
a material God would be altogether inconsistent. 

320. The force that produces, the intellect that orders, the 
■goodness that perfects all things in the Supreme Being. Evil, 
defect, negation, is not the object of God’s creative power. 

326, Now, whether the vovs be abstracted from the sen- 
sible world, and considered by itself, as distinct from, and 
presiding over, the created system j or whether the whole 
Universe, including mind together with the mundane body, 
is conceived to be God, and the creatures to be partial 
manifestations of the Divine essence — there is no Atheism in 
either case, whatever misconceptions there may be j so long 
as Mind or Intellect is understood to preside over, govern, 
and conduct, the whole frame of things 


latter. Space, abstracted from sense, being neither a phenomenon nor 
a notion, most, he conclodcd, be an illnsion. He did not contemplate 
space relations as necessary to the constitution of our experience of the 
world of sense. 

Sect 3S10-.S29, in accumulating authorities favourable to the depend- 
ence of all phenomena ultimately on Mind, approach the question of 
what the term God means. 

* He seems sabsiied to think of God either as transcending the 
dependent universe of things and persons, or as dhmipresent in nature 
and spirit — ^provided only that there la a practical acknowledgment of 
Goodness at the heart of the uaiverse. The 'must’ of speculative 
reason, and the ‘ought’ of moral reason, cannot be reduced to the ‘is’ 
or ' is not’ of sense. 
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328. Migbt we not conceive that God may be said lo be 
All in divers senses j — as he is the cause and origin of all 
beings ] as the voBs is the voijtu, a doctrine both of Platonics 
and Peripatetics j as the voBs is the place of all forms j and 
as it is the same which comprehends and orders and sustains 
the whole mundane system? Aristotle declares that the 
Divine force or influence permeates the entire universe, and 
that what the pilot in a ship, the-idriver in a chariot, 
the precentor in a choir, the law in a city, the general in 
an army, the same God is in the world. This he amply 
sets forth in his book De Mundo\ a treatise which, having 
been anciently ascribed lo him, ought not to be set aside 
from the difference of style; which (as Patricius rightly 
observes), being in a letter to a king, might well be sup- 
posed to differ from the other dry and crabbed parts of 
his writings'. 

.329. And although there are some expressions to be met 
with in the philosophers, even of the Platonic and Aristotelic 
sects, which speak of God as mixing with, or pervading all 
nature and all the elements ; yet this must be explained by 
font and not by txUnsion, which was never attributed to 
the* mind, either by Aristotle or Plato, 

330. These disquisitions will probably seem dry and 
useless to such readers as are accustomed to consider only 
sensible objects. The employment of the mind on things 
purely intellectual is to most men irksome; whereas the 
sensitive powers, by constant use, acquire strength. Hence, 
the objects of sense more forcibly affect us, and are too 
often counted the chief good. For these things men fight. 


t The Dt Mtintlo is not now accepted as Aristotle’s, That God is 
Moral Order vivified or personified— not captloions interference with 
order— is the profound lesson at once of science and of religion. As 
so conceived, thelstig faith is an indispensable tacit postulate of science. 
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cheal, and scramble. Therefore, in order to tame snankind, 
and introduce a sense of virtue, the best human means is 
to exercise their understanding, to give them a glimpse of 
another world, superior to Uie sensible, and, while they take 
pains to cherish and maintain the animal life, to teach them 
not to neglect the intellectual \ 

331. Prevailing studies are of no small consequence td 
a state, the religion, manners, and«civil government of 
a country ever taking some bias from its philosophy, which 
aflects not only the minds of its professors and students, 
but also the opinions of all the better sort, and the practice 
of the whole people, remotely and consequentially indeed, 
though not inconsiderably. Have not the polemic and 
scholastic philosophy been observed to produce controversies 
in law and religion ? And have not Fatalism and Sadducism 
gained ground, during the general passion for the corpuscu- 
larian and mechanical philosophy, which hath prevailed for 
about a century ? This, indeed, might usefully enough have 
employed some share of the leisure and curiosity of inquisi- 
tive persons. But when it entered the seminaries of learning 
as a necessary accomplishment, and most important part of 
education, by engrossing men’s thoughts, and fixing their 
mmds so much on corporeal objects, and the laws of motion, 
it hath, however undesignedly, indirectly, and by accident, 
yet not a little indisposed them for spiritual, moral, and in- 
tellectual matters. Certainly had the philosophy of Socrates 
and Pythagoras prevailed in this age, among those who think 
themselves too wise to receive the dictates of the Gospel, we 
should not have seen interest take so general and fast bold 
on the minds of men, nor public spirit reputed to be yeuvoMv 
t^Ottav, a generous folly, among those who are reckoned to 

The eloquent protest on behalf of Hato tmd against Materialism, in 
this and foltovnng sections, is the prelude in Sirts to abstruse speculation 
as to the Personality and Ttinity of God, and the dependence of the 
Personality on the Trinity, which is omitted here. 
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be the siost knowing as well as the most getting part of 
mankind 

332. It might very well be thought sgiious trifling to tell 
my readers that the greatest men had ever a high esteem for 
Plato; whose writings are the touchstone of a hasty and 
shallow mind; whose philosophy has been the admiration of 
a.ges;^ which supplied patriots, magistrates, and lawgivers to 
themiost flourishing spates, as well as flnhers to the Church, 
and doctors to the schools. Albeit in these days the depths 
of that old learning are rarely fathomed ; and yet it were 
happy for these lands if our young nobility and gentry, in- 
stead of modern maxims, would imbibe the notions of the 
great men of antiquity. But, in these freethinking time?, 
many an empty head is shook at Aristotle and Plato, as well 
as at the Holy Scriptures. And the writings of those cele- 
brated ancients are by most men treated on a foot with the 
dry and barbarous lucubrations of the schoolmen. It may 
be modestly presumed there are not many among us, even 
of those who are called the better sort, who have more 
sense, virtue, and love of ±eir country than Cicero, who in 
a Letter to Atticus could not forbear exclaiming, O Socrates el 
Socraiici viri ! nunquam vobis gratiam ref tram. Would to 
God many of our countrymen had the same obligations to 
those Socratic writers 1 Certainly, where the people are well 
educated, the art of piloting a state is best learned from the 
writings of Plato. But among bad men, void of discipline 
and education, Plato, Pythagoras, and Aristotle themselves, 
were they living, could do but little good. 

334. Socrates in the First Alcibiades teacheth that the 
contemplation of God is the proper means to know or under- 

I In short, the ^Bnpeiiorfty of, open lahut, utiivetsal Iteeson to 
the accidents of human experience, and to the transitory opinions of 
individnals and societies, would be recognised as they cannot be in 
a materialistic age, when experience is dogmatically confined within the 
limits of the physical. 



320 SMLECTIONS FROM BERKELEY 

stan(^ out own soul. ' As the eye, saith be, looking steadfastly 
,at the visive part or pupil of another eye, beholds itself, 
even so the soul beholds and understands herself, while 
she contemplates the Deity, which is wisdom and virtue, or 
like thereunto. In the Phsedon, Socrates speaks of God 
as being ri &yaj 9 hv and to Seov ; Plotinus represents God as 
Order ; Aristotle as Law ‘. 

335. It may seem, perhaps, to those «rho have been taUght 
to discourse about substratums, more reasonable and pious 
to attribute to the Deity a more substantial being than the 
notional entities of wisdom, order, law, virtue, or goodness, 
which being only complex ideas, framed and put together by 
tffe understanding, are its own creatures, and have nothing 
substantial, real, or independent in them. But it must be 
considered that, in the Platonic system, order, virtue, law, 
goodness, and wisdom are not creatures of the soul of man, 
but innate and originally existent therein, not as an accident 
in a substance, but as light to enlighten, and as a guide to 
govern. In Plato’s style, the term A/ra doth not merely 
signify an inert inactive object of the understanding, but is 
used as synonymous with airtoy and dpx^, cause and principle. 
According to that philosopher, goodness, beauty, virtue, and 
such like are not figments of the mind, nor mere mixed 
modes, nor yet abstract ideas in the modern sense, but the 
most real beings, intellectual and unchangeable : and there- 
fore more real than the fleeting, transient objects of sense, 
which, wanting stability, cannot be subjects of science, 
much less of utellectual knowledge \ 

r These doctrines present God as abstract reason and goodness, towards 
which we are ethically bonnd to straggle, rather than as reason and 
goodness vivified or penonlfied. ' 

* Mark the contrast between * abstract ideas’ as criticised in Berkeley’s 
'' early writings, and what he now appreciates in the Ideas of Plato. 
Without Ideas, according to Plato, the material universe could not exist 
really { by participation in them sensible things tie constituted ; in 
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33 7., The most refined human intellect, exerted to its 
utmost reach, can only seize some imperfect glimpses of the. 
Divine Ideas — abstracted from all things corporeal, sensible, 
and imaginable. Therefore Pythagoras and Plato treated 
them in a mysterious manner, concealing rather than ex- 
posing them to vulgar eyes j so far were they from thinking 
"that those abstract things, although the most real, were the 
fittest to influence common minds, o» become principles of 
knowledge, not to say duty and virtue, to the generality of 
mankind. 

340. Human souls in this low situation, bordering on mere 
animal life, bear the weight and see through the dusk ota 
gross atmosphere, gathered from wrong judgments daily 
passed, false opinions daily learned, and early habits of an 
older date than either judgment or opinion. Through such 
a medium the sharpest eye cannot see clearly. And if by 
some extraordinary effort the mind should surmount this 
dusky region, and snatch a glimpse of pure light, she is soon 
drawn backwards, and depressed by the heaviness of the 
animal nature to which she is chained. And if again she 
chanceth, amidst the agitation of wild fancies and strong 
affections, to spring upwards, a second relapse speedily 
succeeds into this region of darkness and dreams. 


350. The displeasure of some readers may perhaps be 
incurred, by surprising them into certain reflexions and 

discorery of them, by reminiscence or otherwise, philosophy seeks 
satisfaction. Inductive 'research is only our tentative endeavour to see 
things under laws, according to thmr divine meaning. Its provisional 
but useful generalisations, limited by the data of our exp^encc, are 
far short of the Mviiie Thought which Idealist systems have hitherto 
vainly tried to grasp and fully comprehend. Vet our scientific 
inferences involve trustful ‘ leaps ' not wholly ' in the dark,’ for even 
science of nature is rooted in theUtic faith in the moral constitution 
of the universe. 
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inquiries for which ^hey have no curiosity. But ^perhaps 
some others may be pleased to find a dry subject varied by 
digressions, traced through remote inferences, and carried 
into ancient times, ♦hose hoary maxims, scattered in this 
Essay, are not proposed as principles, but barely as hints 
to awaken and exercise the inquisitive reader, on points not 
beneath the attention of the ablest men. Those great men,* 
Pythagoras, Plato, and Aristotle, the yost consummafe4in 
politics, who founded states, or instructed princes, or wrote 
most accurately on public government, were at the same time 
most acute at all abstracted and sublime speculations ; the 
clearest light being ever necessary to guide the most im- 
portant actions. And, whatever the world thinks, he who 
hath not much meditated upon God, the human mind, and 
the summum bonum, may possibly make a thriving earth- 
worm, but will most indubitably make a sorry patriot and 
a sorry statesman. 

• •• 

367. As for the perfect intuition of divine things, that 
Plato supposeth to be the lot of pure souls, beholding by 
a pure light, initiated, happy, free and unstained from those 
bodies, wherein we are now imprisoned like oysters. Bot, 
in this mortal state, we must be satisfied to make the best 
of those glimpses within our reach. It is Plato’s remark, in 
his ThUBtetus, that while we sit still we are never the wiser, 
but going into the river, and moving up and down, is the 
way to discover its depths and shallows. If we exercise and 
bestir ourselves, we may even here discover something. 

368. The eye by long use comes to see even in the darkest 
cavern; and there is no subject so obscure but we may 
discern some glimpse of truth by long poring on it. Truth 
is the cry of all, but the game of a few. Ceslainly, where it 
is the chief passion, it doth not give way to vulgar cares and 
views j nor is it contented with a little ardour in the early 
time of lifej active perhaps, to pursue, but not so fit to 
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weigh ajjd revise. He that would ma^ a real progress in 
knowledge must dedicate his age as well as youth, the later, 
growth as well as first ftuits, at the altar of Truth *. 

I Siris conclndes with sentences which confess that hnman knowledge 
of the infinite universe of reality mnst in the end be incomplete, 
with a residnum of mystery that demands faith or moral trust in the 
TJmversnl Power. We know enough to know that our knowledge 
canpo^ become Omniscience ; that our philosophy cannot solve all the 
questions to which phyJical and moral experience gives birth ; that 
in its progressive advance, there mnst be an ever receding, yet always 
present, horizon of faith. But— although by ‘ exercise,’ if we ‘ bestir oirr- 
selves,' we may ' discover something,’ Omniscience is not indispensable 
to onr living wisely and religiously. Universally victorious science is 
not the hnman way of finally separating gold from dross in this 
transitory life, which may be a life of final faith, although It must 
be one of incomplete conceptions and constant controversy— of slowly 
enlarging experience— of ever unfinished, and theiefore faith-constituted, 
knowledge. 
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his four causes, 53 n. ; on essence, 
99 ft, ; on the association of ideas, 
185 Cttdwoith on, 294; on 
unconscious human activity, 3^8 
Theology and Metaphysics 
identical according to, 307 *h ; 
makes threefold distinction in 
objects, 316; mind at first like 
blank paper, 317; on mattei,3i8, 
331 ; God immanent in the uni- 
verse, 333, 

Association, subjective, 185 ». 

Atheism, 58, 100, 333. 

Attraction, 389. 

Augustine, Sb, 393. 

• 

Bacon, xvi, 7 5T 80 394 h, 

Bain, Alexander, 318 ». 

Being, comprehends ideas or phe- 
nomena and also self-conscious 
persons, 94. 


Beikeley, why a good iutroduction 
to the problems of modern 
thought, lx; outline of his life, 
x-xli; bis precursors, xiii; his new 
question, xuv ; his starting-point, 
XXVI I outline of his system, 
xxvii-xxxvi i modem thought 
since, xxxvi-xlv; reply to Hume 
by anticipation, xxxviii ; his new 
principles unfolded, 3 ; the lesson 
of the Introduction, 3 ; aim of his 
inquiries, 8 ». ; question of bis 
philosophy, 34 ». ; charged with 
begging the question, 34 ». ; does 
not show in what form sense ideas 
exist in the Divine mind, 37 ft . ; 
Can spirit be nnconscions i 37 ft., 
49 ft. ; on causality, 51 ft.; his 
distinction between perception and 
imagination, 56 ft., 59 the 
permanence and identity of sen- 
sible tilings lie diiTiculty of his 
system, 67 ft., 68 ft., 69 »., 90 ft., 
93 ft.; consistency of order in 
nature with his system, 46 ft., 
78 ft.; divine naturalism, 99 
the relation of free finite 
spirits to God, 104 ft. ; on death, 
105 ft. ; germs of Kantism in, 
108 ft. ; our communication with 
other persons is through phe- 
nomena presented in sense, 109 
ft. : his theory of vision, 170- 
173; on necessary connexion in 
mathematics, 176 ft., 177 ft. ; on 
suggestion, iSo ft, ; assumes thef 
existence of an associative ten- 
dency, 185; on unextended colour, 
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ai8 n,\ his philosophy ^opened 
in Sins, 184-186. 

Bitan, Maine de, 51 n. 

Blind (i.e. men bom blind), have at 
first no idea of distance oitoulncss 
by sight, i8y, 239, 178— do not at 
first associate phenomena of sight 
end touch, 205 ; cases of sight 
when first awakened In the bom 
blind, 178, 

Body, perceived in onr s^se of 
resistance, 308 ; connexion of 
Bonl and, 105. 

Brown, Thomas, 51 tt., iiS «. 

Browne, Bp. Peter, x, 161 «., 162 «. 

Butler, Bii., 106 rr., 116 101 ft., 

161 ft., 164 ft. 

Causltion, xxxl-xxxiv, xxxix-xli, 
xli ft . ; dogma of materialists re- 
garding, do n. ; moral agents the 
only active causes, gi »■! ideas or 
phenomena of sense ore not real 
canses, £1, 71 ; no idea, bnt a notion 
of, 51 ; notan object of sense, 369; 
an object of reason, 301 ; physical 
causes, merely signs, xxx, £i, 
71,79, 288; occasional canses, Si, 

Cfaeselden’s case, 27S, 

Clarke, Samuel, xxxiv, 146 tt. 

Colour, idea of, abstracted from ex- 
tension, 11 ; abstract general idea 
of, 13 s the proper object of sight, 
188, 208, 138 ; admitted not to 
exist without percipient mind, 38. 

Common Sense, 8 ,- Seid'i^ synony- 
mous with Common Keoson, 71 », 
Conception, as a criterion of objec- 
tive possibility, 48. 

Concepts, 17 19 ft. 

Condillacj 181 tt. 

Consciousness, xxvii. 

Cosmos, 104 «., 113 ft., 114 n. 

Creation, constant, 64, 65, 78 tt., 
146. 

Cudworlh, Ralph, 194, 195 197, 

agBtt. 

Custom, xli, gi ft., lOT, 101 ft,, 
34001. 

Death and unbodied spirits, Berkeley 
and Butler on, lOg n. 


Definition, 24-15, 99. 

Democritus, 294, 303. 

Descartes, his tentative doubt, xili ; 
his Dualism, xiv ; Substance and 
CansalityaccoidingtOftd, ; scien- 
tific cosmogony of, 2S9; holds 
Divine agency to be constant, 
292 n . ; Cartesians and Platonists 
compared, 302. 

Diderot, 179 n. 

Dionysius the Areopagite, igft 

Distance, Intness in the line of sight, 
175 Outness, admitted not to 
be a direct object of vision, 175 ; 
also admitted that remote out- 
ness is only suggested by visible 
signs, 176 ; the signs of near dis- 
tance said to be necessary, iff; 
this rejected, for reasons given, 
sjS-iSo; signs by which near dis- 
tance is snggested, 180-186, 134; 
one born blind has at first sight 
no idea of ontness, 187, 139. Is 
lateral, or superficial, an original 
object of sight with Berkeley! 
178 ft. 

Divisibility, of matter, 65, 318, 

Dreams, 45, 6I. 

Ego. See Spirit 

Empedocles, 199. 

Kpicnms, 303, 

Error, causes of, 8. 

.Ssse, of sensible things la ptreipi, 
34; of spirits is perciptre, 98 ». 

Evil, physical, 113, 300; moral, 
111, 163, 

Existence, oonslsts of spirits and 
their ideas or phenomena, 94; 
abstmet idea of, Incompmhen- 
sible, 80 ; of sensible things, 39, 
66, 87, et passim] of our own 
Spirit, 33, 94, 97 i of other finite 
spirits, 94, loS i of God, 109,128, 
245. 

Expectation, See Suggestion, 

Experience, teaches ns the scientific 
interpretability of sense ideas or 
phenomena, xxvii-xxxi, 54 j in- 
ferences of geometry and their 
relation to knowledge of causeit, 
301. 
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Extensiog, h realised only in a mind 
perceiving, 40 ; so exists only by 
-way of idea or phenomena, but not 
as a mode of mind, 67, ig6 n. ; 
extension not the same in sight and 
in touch, 307 ; no absolulely ne- 
cessniy connexion between visible 
and tangible phenomena, loi. 

Externality, real meaning of, 93. 

Faciiiiies, human, their finitudc and 
its relation to scepllcihm, 8 ; are 
not mere ideas or phenomena, i 
loS; cannot he abstracted from 
mind, ib, ; gradation of, 314. 

Failh, ortiust, moral, xlvii, 8, 339 n. 

Fichte, 95 ». 

Force. Su Power, 

Gassendi, zxiv. 

Geometry, ao6. 334, 

Geuhnz, xv, 71 389 »i. 

.^d, existence of, containedby impli- 
cation in phenomena of sense, no, 
343 ; laws of nature exjiress the 
Eeoson and Will of, xxxii-xxxiv, 
34, in, — and constitute His 
language, xxix-xxxii, b3,'So, 339- 
* 49 i* 95 ”* 9 ?J His Ideas ihearohe- 
types of ouis, 86 », ; the relation 
of free finite spirits to, 104 m. ; 
objection from physical pain to the 
goodness of, 113; from moral evil, 
333, 361-363 i What is to be un- 
derstood by the word ‘ God,’ and 
in what respect God is knowable 
hy man, 350. 

Hamilton, Sir W., 93, 319, 373 n. 

Hegel, X, 331 ». 

Helmholts, 186 ». 

Hermaic wiiilngs, 303, 

Hobbes, xxiv, 331. 

Hume, xxxvl ; on self as an idea or 
phenomenon, xxxviii j on human 
agency anid will, xxxix ; on order 
in nature, xl; resolves intellect 
into sense, xli ; on abstract ideas, 
II n. ; impressions sensations, 
36 n, i on substance, 44 n. ; on 
causality, 53 n.; on heikeley's 
argnmeut against matter, xxxvii, 


333^ 

104 »; I on representative perceg* 
tion, 93 ». ; his sceptical nesc*' 
ence, 267 the universe’’ ^ 
‘singular effect,’ 116 ; custond' 

ary c'lnnexion is physical causatio^ 
according to, 181 201 ». 

Idea or phenomenon or appearancd) 
xvit, XX roff., ir, 33 9^ 

369 ». ; restricted to the per 
ceivgbfe, and the imaginable, if* 
Berkeley’s early works, 55 ; ca“ 
he like nothing but another idetf* 
38, 95; noteqnivalentto'notioni 
13, 30; distinguished fioi^ 

‘mode,’ 67; ideas of sense latf 
their potential existence in God> 
36, 67, 82, 96; do not imp])' 
abstract substance, xxvii, 4^ ; ai^ 
not true causes, 51, 98, 269 ; bn^ 
only natural signs, 54, 79 ; thos^ 
presented in sense aii real things' 
in contradistinction to mere fanci^^ 
or dreams, 55, 61, 9a ; in Sin^ 
those of sense and imamnation ar^ 
called phenomena, and ‘idea’ P 
used in its Platonic meaning 
XX u , 394 ».j &c.'ibeas,atoStrBc‘- 
See Abstraction. Ideas, how theY 
become general, 17. Ideas, an** 
language, 24-3 !■ , 

Identity, of sensible things, 64-6v> 
83, 90 ». 

Ima^ation, 33, 54, a68 ; affords 11° 
proof that sensible things c>** 
exist really when unpeiceived, 4^ > 
Locke, L«ibair, and Home ol>> 
561s. 

Immateiialism, xxvlii, xlvii. 

Immortality of mho, 105, 106 ». 

Induction, and its ground, xviti th 
IX n., l8o, 395. 

Inference, rational, contrasted wit" 
automatic suggestion, and adapts" 
to finite inteiligeuce, 303, 374 th) 
376 ». 

Infinity, 8 it. 

Jamblichns, 303. 

Judgment, 176 199 n. 

Kant, xliv; on causation, 33 0° - 
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Identity of things, 82 ». ^ m phy- 
sical and mathematical science, 
^8 ; on knoTarledge of ego or 

self, 103 ». ; on the origin of 
knowledge, 108 », ; on Ihe con- 
Btltntive principles of knowledge, 
180 ». 

King, Abp., a6i ft. 

Knowledge, objects of, 32,91 ; does 
not include abstract ideas, 20; 
ideal, 96 ; leal, 23 ft. ; incogiplete- 
ness of human, 328; automatic 
suggestion, 240 m. ; intuitive end 
discursive, 258 symbolical, 
Leibniz, 25 w. ; and opinion, 
Plato, 314, 

Language, 275 ; nature and abuse of, 
1^28; does not require general 
ideas to be abstract, 17 ; univer- 
sality in, 20 ; ends of, 26 ; Lan- 
guage of Katnre, particularly of 
visual signs, xxxi, 62,63; 
trariness, 01 dependence on Will, 
217, 239; its reasonableness, 182 
tt,, 223; differs from artificial 
languages of naan, a4t. 

law, in nature, 54, 55. 

Leibniz, x, xiil, 25 n., 36 fi., 116 tt., 
211 246 ti., 290 292 

316 «• 

Leuappns, 303. 

Locke, influence of, on Berkeley, 
X, xiii, xvi-xxiv; begins with 
introspective study of mind, xvi ; 
finds our expeuence made up 
of ideas of the senses and of re- 
flexion, xvil; tacitly assumes a 
fricri principles, id., 38; dis- 
tinguishes primary firom secondary 
qualities of matter, xviii ; ‘ idea ' 
and its meaning according to, xx, 
192 it,’, on 'abstract ideas,' xx, 
15, 18 i idea of ' substance,' xxi, 
45 ». i ‘ perception,’ according to, 
XX n, i on oansatlon, 51 ». ; on 
the perplexities of philosophy, 
8 n, ; holds that abstraction dis- 
tingnisbes man from brute, 15; 
on physical science and its in- 
demonstrability, 40 n, ; on judg- 
ment in his special meaning of the 


term, 176 n, ; on sight tad touch, 
208, 210; on innate ideas, 317 
does not distinguish potential 
from actual knowledge, 317 »• 
Lotze, 1S6 n. 

Mackintosh, Sir J., 10 n, 
Malebranche, x, xv, x.viv, 71 
III n., 245 2S9 It. 

Manicheeism, ii 5 «. 

Mansel, Dean, 17 it, 

Materia^ma, Aristotle's, 41.’ 
Materialism, xxiv, 45 68 tt,, 69 n. 

Mathematics, 98, 316 tt. 

Matter, abstract, xxiy-xxxvi, 39; 
supposed support of accidents, 43; 
as sneb, cannot be known, 45; 
as such, useless, 46, 70, 8 t ; as 
snch, either contradictory or un- 
intelligible, 44 49 M, ; its total 

powerlessness, 30 it., 33 309 tt., 

Kc.; as such, independent materlai 
substance or power not needed in 
natural philosophy, 69 ; orlglri of 
belief in, 72-73 ; not the unknow- 
able cause of ideas, 81 ; nor the 
unknowable suppoit of qualities, 
87; nor an nnknown Somewhat, 
neither substance nor accident, 88 ; 
erroneous conception of matter the 
root of materialism and scepti- 
cism or total nescience, 94. * 
Megarlc philosophy, 31S. 
Metaphysics, xiil, 1 1, 

Mill, J. S., II 51 113 ar 8 », 
Mind. Set Spirit. 

Miracles, physical, 78 ft, 

Miiandula, Ficus of, 236. 

Molynenx, x, 210. 

Motion, 12, 39, 50, 218 It. 

Milller, 186 It. 

Nature, laws of, xxx, xl, 34, 53, 
Tia-115 ; langnoge of. Lan- 
guage. Berkeley’s conception of 
natural law, 47 «., 9 ^ ft., 70 »., 
74 »■. 78 »'i«o «• 

Necessity, physical, xxx; mathe- 
matical, 477; ancients on, 303- 
304. 

Newton, Sir Isaac, x, 294. 
Nominalism, Berkeley’s, 11-31. 
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distinguished by Berkeley 
isuons idea or pheno- 
Sicxii, xxav, xxxviii, li n., 

' ,‘94, io8, 3 i 6»., 3iy 

> t. 

i ...liiiber, 41, 307. 

Occasional causes. Stt Cause, 

Ocellus Lncamis, 306. 

Outness, .See Distance. 

• 

FormeWdes, 317. 

Pascal, 114*3,, 340*1. 

Perception, xx *>.; medltlle, ac- 
quired or suggested, as distin- 
guished from immediate, 178, 
19a. 37a; distinguished from 
imagipation, 53 ; in the ascending 
‘chain of faculties,’ 313; repre- 
sentative, 38, 91 **., 93 n., 273 n. 

Peripatetics, 319, 330, 321, 323. 

Phenomenon, lustead of idea, in 
Sirit^xxM,, 294*1. 

Philosophy, Whatl 7-10. 

Phihs^y ef Thtiwi, 267 n. 

Plato, Ideas of, xx **., ti 326- 
329; Theaeieiw, quoted, 315, 
318,328; Ph<u(lo,yi 6 \ Timatus, 
321 } on fhe personalit; of God, 
313; on evil, 313**.; onknoivledge 
and opinion, 314; on matter, 318, 
321; on the soul, 319; on innate 
options, 316; on sensible quali- 
ties, 32t, 33a: on God, 323; 
protest on behalf of, 324, 

Platonists, soJ-SoS, 3 ‘ 4 i 3 >i» 3 * 3 ' 

Plotinus, 295, 296, 303, 326. 

Plutarch, 303. 

Portias, Simon, 320 **. 

Power, xxxii, 50, 51 *s. Su Causa- 
tion. 

Powers of mind. Sta Faculties. 

Ptoclus, 300, 301 n., 319. 

Psychology, the facts with which it 
is concerned, 32 ; Berkeley's early, 
32 *1. ; tajj^onal, J03 *>. 

Pythagoreans, 30a, 303, 306, 314, 
3 «) 397. ^ 

Qnalitles of Matter, primary and 
secondary, xviii, 38, 84s Su Ideas 
and Phenomena. 


Reality, admits of degrees, 58. 

Reason, 2^, 272 *»,, 301. 

Reasoning, a and ^pohirieri, 
47 ». 

Reid, xliii, 52 *(., 71 ft., 72 ft., 93 **., 
180 ft., 219 ft., 226 ft., 273 ft. 

Relationsjt 'notions’ of, 94, 108; 
presupposed In hnowl^ge, 47 **., 
108, 208. 

,^Responslbility, moral, and true or 
active causation, xxxii, 29S. 

Scepticisjp, xxxvi-xlii, S, di n., 94, 
100, 238 ft. 

Schoolmen, 23, 65, 67 ft. 

Science, xxix, 73, 101 ft. 

Self. Spirit. 

Sensations, can exist only in a 
sentient mind, 33; cannot be 
true causes, 30; are significant 
through the constant Divine 
Oideriy Activity, 90 *1. ; contain 
nothing but wbat is perceived, 92. 

Sense, why the presentations of ate 
called ideas, 39 ; abstract matter 
not an object of, 43; nor the 
spiritual ego, 101 ; perse, knows 
nothing, 295 ; antithesis of sense 
and reason, 271, 301. 

Sight, Immediate and mediate 6 b- 
yects of, 188, 204, 2 o 3 ; objects of 
sight and of touch, 20a, 206, 207. 

Signs, material world a system of 
sense-given, and as such can be 
inteipreted, xxix, 5 1 *>., go *s. ; ma- 
terial causes are only signs, 79, 
a'ji ; of the agency of spirits, 109. 

Simplicius, 320 *>. 

Socrates, 319, 324-326. 

Solidity, 39, 191. 

Sonl. See Spirit. 

Space, no such thing as real abso- 
Inte, 302 ; in its three dimen- 
sions not an immediate abject 
of sight, 192, 2 i8 ft. 

Spinoza, xvi, 251, 

Spint, xxll, xxxii, xxxvlii, 33, 34, 
loi ; the only substance, 37, 51 n., 
95, loi ; the only teal cause,5i **. i 
thinks always, 37 **., 97 ; we have 
a notion, not an idea or image of^ 
53, 104, 107 ; the Snpreme, bow 



